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MAP or CANADA 


To illustrate the questions in dispute with the 
PROVINCE oF ONTARIO, 


COMPILED BY G.B.KIRKPATRICK, PLS. 


Department of Crown Lands, 
ONTARIO, 
May 12° 1882. 


NOTE. 
The part striped with yellow and red crosswise, denotes that 
are the Territory awarded to Ontario which is now claimed 
vy Manitoba and the Dominion. 


The part with yellow stripes only, is transferred by 44 Viet 
Sap:14.D. to Manitoba conditionally. 
The part with green stripes only, is transferred by 39 Vict: 
Cap: 21,.D. to Keewatin conditionally. 

The part striped with red only, denotes that part of the awarded 
Territory which is claimed by the Dominion 
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CORRESPONDENCE, PAPERS AND DOCUMENTS, 


OF DATES FROM 1856 to 1882 INCLUSIVE, 


RELATING TO THE 


NORTHERLY AND WESTERLY BOUNDARIES 


OF THE 


PROVINCE OF ONTARIO. 


Printed by Order of the Legislative Assembly of Ontario, of 9th March, 1882. 


JHE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR THE COLONIES* TO THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL. 
Downine STREET, 4th December, 1856. 


Sir,—I am desirous of informing you, at the earliest period, of certain important 
-questions which have recently been raised respecting the affairs of the Hudson’s Bay 
Company in British North America, and of the steps which Her Majesty’s Government 
have in contemplation regarding them. 

You are aware that the Hudson’s Bay Company. claim, under the charter of 1670 
and the various Acts of Parliament which they. consider to have subsequently recognized 
it, rights of proprietorship, exclusive ‘trade, taxation and government, over all the regions 
under British dominion watered by streams flowing into Hudson’s Bay. The extent and 
ground of this claim are defined in the ‘Statement of Rights” printed in the annexed 
Parliamentary paper, and in the accompanying map. 

The Hudson’s Bay Company also claim, and actually exercise rights of exclusive 
trade, although not the ownership of the soil, over all the territory comprised ina certain 
license to trade, granted in the year 1838 by the Crown under the provisions of the Act 
“for regulating the fur trade,” 1 and 2 George IV., cap. 66, of which license copy is also 
annexed to this despatch. 

It has been intimated to me on the part of the Hudson’s Bay Company, that as 
their license expires in 1859, and as a very long period is required before any important 
change of arrangements can be notified and acted on throughout the vast and distant 
regions affected by it, it will be very desirable that the views of Her Majesty’s Govern- 
ment and of Parliament, as to the renewal of the license, should be ascertained as early 

-as possible. 

Her Majesty’s Government have therefore determined on bringing the whole subject 


$< 


* Hereinafter referred to as the Colonial Secretary, 
+ Sess, Papers, Can., 1857, Vol. 15, No. 17. 


2 ORDER IN COUNCIL IN VIEW OF HOUSE OF COMS. COMMITTEE, 1857, 


under the investigation of a Committee of the House of Commons at the earliest con- 
venient time. The enquiry will be mainly directed to the question of the renewal of the 
license ; but it must incidentally embrace the general position and prospects of the 
Hudson’s Bay Company. 

As many points may arise in the course of this enquiry which may affect the inte- 
rests of Canada, I have to instruct you to consider, with the advice of your Council, the 
question whether it may be desirable to send witnesses to appear before the Committee, 
or in any other manner to cause the views of the Provincial Government, and the inte- 
rests of the Canadian community, to be represented before this Committee. 

I have, etc., 
H. Lapsoucuere, 


Governor Sir E. Head, Bart., etc., etc. 


Minute or Councit, patep 17TH January, 1857, APPROVED BY THE GovERNOR- 
GENERAL.* 


The Committee of Council have read with great satisfaction the despatch of the 
Secretary of State for the Colonies, of the 4th of December last, on the subject of the 
Hudson’s Bay Company’s occupation of the great north-western territory of America. 

They rejoice that the important position and advantages of that great portion of the 
continent have received such prominent attention from the Imperial Government, and 
are to undergo the examination and consideration of a Committee of the House of 
Commons in England. 

The Committee desire to urge the importance of ascertaining the limits of Canada 
in the direction of the territory over which the Hudson’s Bay Company claim jurisdiction. 
The general feeling here is strongly that the Western boundary of Canada extends to the 
Pacific Ocean. 

In this, or in any view, the tracing and fixing on the ground the line of separation 
between the United States and these territories of the north-west, is of great importance. 
The rapid settlement of Minnesota, shortly to be admitted a State of the American 
Union, renders this the more necessary, for, as civilization approaches the boundary, so 
will be increased the difficulty of maintaining the distinction between the rights of the 
two nations on the frontier. 

Already the Committee have reason to believe that difficulties in this respect have 
occurred, or at least have been threatened, and the importance cannot be underrated of 
early guarding against any such. 

The Committee are most anxious that Canadian interests should be properly repre- 
sented before the proposed Committee of the House, and that opportunity should be 
afforded for carefully and closely watching any evidence that may be adduced before that 
body ; and they will take the earliest occasion of suggesting to your Excellency the 
manner in which they conceive this can be best accomplished. Situated as Canada is, 
she necessarily has an immediate interest in every portion of British North America, and 
the question of the jurisdiction and title claimed by the Hudson’s Bay Company is to her 
of paramount importance. 


_—_—_—__. 


THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL TO THE COLONIAL SECRETARY. * 


GOVERNMENT Housz, 
Toronto, C. W., 17th January, 1857. 


Str,—I have the honour to acknowledge your despatch of 4th December last, No. 
179, relating to the Hudson’s Bay Company. 
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ORDER IN CO’L RESPECTING INSTRUCTIONS TO SPECIAL AGENT TO ENGLAND. 3 


I now enclose a copy of a Minute of Council, which I have approved this day. At 
the same time, I desire to observe that I express no opinion of my own as to the fact 
that the Western boundary of Canada extends to the Pacific Ocean. 


I have, etc., 


Epmunp Heap. 
The Right Hon. H. Labouchere, etc., etc. 


Report OF A COMMITTEE OF THE ExxEcuTIvVE Council, DaTeD 16TH Frpruary, 1857, 
APPROVED BY THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL. * 


In furtherance of the Order in Council of the 27th January ultimo, directing the 
appointment of a Special Agent to proceed to England to represent Canadian rights and 
interests before the proposed Committee of the House of Commons, on the subject of 
the Hudson’s Bay Territory, the Committee respectfully recommend that the instructions 
to be given to such Agent for his guidance in the matter referred to, be as follows :— 

“The fact that a Parliamentary Committee will probably hear evidence and report to 
the House of Commons, on the subject of the Hudson’s Bay Territory, makes it impos- 
sible for His Excellency to convey to you instructions which are not in themselves more 
or less vague. 

‘‘ His Excellency cannot anticipate the nature of the evidence to be given, or forestall 
the conclusion to be arrived at by such a Committee. Even after the Committee shall 
have reported, the course likely to be taken by Parliament or by Her Majesty’s Govern- 
ment can only be conjectured. 

“You will not, therefore, expect to receive instructions of a very definite character, 
but His Excellency has full and complete confidence in your knowledge and discretion, 
and he confides this mission to you the more readily, because your position in the country 
is such as to imply an entire estrangement from all the ordinary ties of local or party 
politics. 

‘“‘ Immediately on your arrival in London, you will place yourself in communication 
with the Right Honourable the Secretary of State for the Colonies (to whom these in- 
structions have been communicated), and as soon as any Parliamentary Committee on the 
subject of the Hudson’s Bay Company or territory is constituted, you will take steps for 
offering to afford all information in your power relating to the interests or claims of 
Canada. 

‘“‘ You will consider it as part of your duty to watch over those interests by correct- 
ing any erroneous impressions, and by bringing forward any claims of a legal or equitable 
kind, which this Province may possess on account of its territorial position or its past 
history. 

‘You will not consider yourself as authorized to conclude any negotiation or to 
assent to any definite plan of settlement affecting Canada, without reporting the particu- 
lars of the same, and your own views thereon, to His Excellency in Council. 

‘“‘ His Excellency has full and complete confidence in the justice and consideration of 
Her Majesty’s Government, and he is sure that the interests and feelings of Canada will 
be consulted, so far as is consistent with right and justice. 

“‘The people of Canada desire nothing more. 

“His Excellency feels it particularly necessary that the importance of securing 
the north-west territory against the sudden and unauthorized influx of immigration from 
the United States’ side, should be strongly pressed. He fears that the continued vacancy 
of this great tract, with a boundary not marked on the soil itself, may lead to future 
loss and injury, both to England and to Canada. He wishes you to urge the expediency 
of marking out the limits, and so protecting the frontier of the lands above Lake 
Superior, about the Red River, and thence to the Pacific, as effectually to secure them 
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* Sess. Papers, Can., 1857, Vol. 15, No. 17. 


4 INSTRUCTIONS TO CHIEF JUSTICE DRAPER, 1857. 


against violent seizure or irregular settlement, until the advancing tide of emigrants 
from Canada and the United Kingdom may fairly flow into them, and occupy them as 
subjects of the Queen on behalf of the British Empire. 

“ With these objects in view, it is especially important that Her Majesty’s Govern- 
ment should guard any renewal of a license of occupation (should such be determined on), 
or any recognition of rights in the Company, by such stipulations as will cause such 
license or such rights not to interfere with the fair and legitimate occupation of tracts 
adapted for settlement. 

“It is unnecessary, of course, to urge in any way the future importance of Van- 
couver’s Island, as the key to all British North America, on the side of the Pacific, 
situated as it is between the extensive seaboard of Russian America and the vast terri- 
tory in the hands of the United States. 

‘‘ His Excellency cannot foresee the course which a Committee of the House of 
Commons may see fit to pursue in the proposed enquiry, or determine beforehand on 
what points evidence may be required. 

“ At any moment, however, His Excellency will be ready to attend to your sugges- 
tions, and supply such information, either by documentary evidence, or by witnesses 
from Canada, as you think necessary, and he may be able to send over. 

“You will, of course, act upon such instructions as you may from time to time 
receive.” 

Certified. . 
Ww, H.. LeneGuky 6 


—_—_. 


THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL TO THE COLONIAL SECRETARY. * 


GOVERNMENT Housz, 
Toronto, 17th February, 1857. 


S1r,—I have the honour to enclose a copy of a Minute of the Executive Council, 
approved by myself, embodying the instructions given to Chief Justice Draper, Crs, 
whom I have selected to proceed to England, with reference to the proposed enquiry into 
the matter of the Hudson’s Bay Company and its territory in North America. 

I have the fullest confidence in Mr. Draper’s discretion and ability, and I believe 
that Her Majesty’s Government may rely with confidence on any information derived 
from him. 

I have, etc., 


Epmunp Heap. 
The Right Hon. H. Labouchere. 


—_____ 


THe Assistant PRovINcIAL SECRETARY TO CHIEF JUSTICE DRAPER.* 


SECRETARY'S OFFICE, 
Toronto, 20th February, 1857. 


S1r,—I have the honour, by command of His Excellency the Governor-General, to 
communicate to you hereby His Excellency’s instructions for your guidance in connection 
with your mission to England, as the Special Agent appointed to represent Canadian 
rights and interests, before the proposed Committee of the House of Commons, on the 
subject of the Hudson’s Bay Territory. 

I am to premise, however, that as it is impossible to anticipate the nature of the 
evidence that may be taken, or the conclusion that may be arrived at by the Committee, 
or the course which Parliament or Her Majesty’s Government may think proper to adopt 
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INSTRUCTIONS TO CHIEF JUSTICE DRAPER, 1857. 5 


on the report of the Committee, it is not in His Excellency’s power to convey to you at 
present any instructions of a precise or definite character. His Excellency has, however, 
entire confidence in your knowledge and discretion, and he has the more readily entrusted 
the important mission to you, inasmuch as your high position in the Colony removes you 
from all the ordinary influences of local or party consideration. 

Immediately on arriving in London you will place yourself in communication with 
the Right Honourable the Secretary of State for the Colonies (to whom these instruc- 
tions have been communicated), and as soon as any Parliamentary Committee on the 
subject of the Hudson’s Bay Company or Territory is constituted, you will take steps 
for offering to afford all information in your power relating to the interests or claims of 
Canada. 

You will consider it as part of your duty to watch over those interests, by correct- 
ing any erroneous impressions, and by bringing forward any claims of a legal or equitable 
kind, which this Province may possess on account of its territorial position or its past 
history. 

You will not consider yourself as authorized to conclude any negotiation, or to 
assent to any definite plan of settlement affecting Canada, without reporting the particu- 
lars of the same, and your own views thereon, to His Excellency in Council. 

His Excellency has full and complete confidence in the justice and consideration of 
Her Majesty’s Government, and he is sure that the interests and feelings of Canada will 
be consulted so far as is consistent with right and justice. The people of Canada desire 
nothing more. 

His Excellency feels it particularly necessary that the importance of securing the 
north-west territory against the sudden and unauthorized influx of immigration from 
the United States’ side, should be strongly pressed. 

He fears that the continued vacancy of this great tract, with a boundary not marked 
on the soil itself, may lead to future loss and injury, both to England and Canada, He 
wishes you to urge the expediency of marking out the limits, and so protecting the 
frontier of the lands above Lake Superior, about the Red River, and thence to the 
Pacific, as effectually to secure them against violent seizure, or irregular settlement, until 
the advancing tide of emigrants from Canada and the United Kingdom may fairly flow 
into them, and occupy them as subjects of the Queen, on behalf of the British Empire. 

With these objects in view, it is especially important that Her Majesty’s Govern- 
ment should guard any renewal of a license of occupation (should such be determined on), 
or any recognition of rights in the Company, by such stipulations as will cause such 
license, or such rights, not to interfere with the fair and legitimate occupation of tracts 
adapted for settlement. 

It is unnecessary, of course, to urge in any way the future importance of Van- 
couver’s Island, as the key to all British North America, on the side of the Pacific, 
situated as it is, between the extensive seaboard of Russian America, and the vast terri- 
tory in the hands of the United States. His Excellency cannot foresee the course which 
a Committee of the House of Commons may see fit to pursue in the proposed enquiry, 
or determine beforehand on what points evidence may be required. At any moment, 
however, His Excellency will be ready to attend to your suggestions, and supply such 
information, either by documentary evidence, or by witnesses from Canada, as you may 
think necessary, and he may be able to send over. You will, of course, act upon such 
further instructions in the premises as His Excellency may from time to time cause to be 
communicated to you. 

I have, etc., 


E, A. Merepira, 


Assistant Secretary. 


The Hon. Mr. Chief Justice Draper, C.B., etc., ete. 
. Toronto. 


6 MEMORANDUM OF THE HON, JOSEPH CAUCHON, 1857. 


MEMORANDUM OF THE HON. JOSEPH CAUCHON, COMMISSIONER OF 
CROWN LANDS, CANADA, 1857.* 


The Commissioner of Crown Lands submits the following remarks on the 
North-West Territories of Canada, Hudson’s Bay, the Indian Territories, and the 
Questions of Boundary and Jurisdiction connected therewith. 


The question now under special consideration has more particular reference to the 
subject of the renewal of a Lease held by the Hudson’s Bay Company for the “ Indian 
Territortes,” which are not considered to be within the boundaries of Canada, though sub- 
ject to Canadian jurisdiction. 

But the Hudson’s Bay Company’s ‘‘Map and Statement of Rights,” under their 
original Charter, as submitted to the Imperial Government in 1850, by Sir J. H. Pelly, 
the Chairman of the Company, has also, however, to be considered in connection with it. 

It becomes necessary, therefore, to expose the fallacies of the “ Statement of Rights 
and Map ” referred to, in order that the rights of the Province may not be misunderstood 
or the pretensions of the Company taken for granted. 

The rights of the Hudson’s Bay Company, and the effect of their operations upon the 
interests of Canada, will best be considered under the following separate heads, viz. : 

First—With respect to their operations under the original Charter on the territories 
affected thereby. 

Second—With respect to their operations within the boundaries of this Province. 

Third—With respect to their operations on what has been termed the Indian Terri- 
tories, now under lease to them. 

Fourth—Arising out of the foregoing, the more important question of the boundaries 
of the above Territorial Divisions ; and 

Fifth—With respect to jurisdiction, as exercised, and as sanctioned by law. 


Operations of the Company on their own Territories, 


On the first head,.as regards their operations under their Charter on the territories 
which, if valid, it would cover, it is a matter of very secondary importance to Canada. 
The territories of the Hudson’s Bay Company, taken at the largest extent which any 


cessful in maintaining tranquillity and order, Canada has had no special reason to intervene, 
though if any complaints had been made on this score she would of course have felt called 
upon to exercise the powers vested in her by Imperial Statutes. 

It is not, indeed, to be denied that the freedom of the trade, consisting of furs and 
fisheries, would be of advantage to this country ; but as this involves a question of the 
validity of the Charter, and whether or not, if valid in respect of the territory really 
affected by it, it would also affect the open sea of the Bay, and seeing that the question is 
not now raised of any further legislation to give effect to the powers it professes to confer, 
the consideration of this point is immaterial at the present moment, compared with the 
more important subjects that have to be treated of. 
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Operations of the Company on Canadian Territories. 


The second point to be taken into consideration, and which is of a more importeént 
nature, is that which affects the operations of the Company within the boundaries of 
Canada, and on this head it must be admitted that they have had every facility they 
could possibly’ enjoy in their own territories, if such exist ; whether on the coasts of 
Labrador, Lakes Huron, Superior, or Winnipeg ; whether on the Saguenay, the St. 
Maurice, the Ottawa, the Red River, the Assiniboine, or the Saskatchewan—wherever 
they have operated within the boundaries of Canada they have had precisely the same 
-scope as within their own territories on the shores of Hudson’s Bay ; not indeed but what 
if opposition had sprung up, the same facilities must necessarily have been afforded to any 
rival traders, had they not been effectually protected from such rivalry by their unlimited 
means, their extensive ramifications and complete organization, with which no rival traders 
were able to compete, unless indeed to a very limited extent in the immediate vicinity of 
the settlements. ; 

There are indeed parts of the Province so remote from established settlements, and 
having so little direct intercourse with them, that in former years it might have been to 
some extent a tax upon the country to have established tribunals sufficient to enforce the 
‘laws over regions inhabited only, with one exception, by the servants of the Company and 
the Indians, though it may now be reasonably questioned whether corresponding benefits 
would not have accrued from such a course, while it must be admitted that the Company 
‘have at all events reaped a profit, taking together the costs they have been put to from the 
want of legal tribunals and the monopoly of the trade which the non-organization of such 
tribunals has practically been the means of enabling them to enjoy. : 

The exception referred to, where a considerable settlement exists, besides the 
-employees of the Company and the Indians, is the Red River Country. 

But the time has passed when any considerations of expense, or temporary incon- 
venience, even if proved to exist, can be allowed to stand in the way of opening up those 
territories, when indeed the necessity for expansion compels the Provincial Government 
to create further facilities for it ; and as an additional reason why the Government should 
no longer permit the present state of things to continue, it must be added that rumours 
‘have been gaining ground of late years, with a force and clearness which almost compel 
-conviction, that the jurisdiction actually exercised in those remote localities has been as 
contrary to the wishes of the people as it has been manifestly without the sanction of 
Jaw, all which has created a necessity for early investigation and action on the part of the 
Canadian Government. 

With this view preparations were made in the Crown Lands Department last summer 
for a preliminary survey from the head of Lake Superior westward, preparatory to the 
opening of free grant roads, which have been so successful in other parts of the country, 
for the purpose of forming the nucleus of a settlement which would gradually penetrate to 
the valley of the Red River and the prairies beyond ; besides which, a first-class thorough- 
fare would be necessary to afford easier means of communication with the navigable waters 
flowing to the west, etc., to facilitate the administration of justice in the distant settle- 
ments, and the necessary intercourse generally between those parts and the more populous 
districts of the country, and which would at the same time throw open to emigration, 
agriculture and commerce a far larger area, with at least an equal average mildness of 
climate, and susceptible of more rapid development (a known characteristic of prairie 
countries) than all other parts of. the Province heretofore rendered available for settlement. 

The question of the renewal of the license of exclusive trade for the Indian Territories 
does not, of course, affect the country above referred to, any more than it does the lands, 
~whatever they be—for they have never been defined upon authority —which the original 
“Charter of the Hudson’s Bay Company may, upon investigation, be construed to cover. 


Operations of the Company on the Indian Territories. 


The third point is, for the moment, of less importance than the last, though within 
‘the period of another such lease as the Act 1 and 2 Geo. LV., cap 66, authorizes, it would 
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be impossible to calculate the immense influence it must have upon the future of this. 
country, and the British institutions which have taken root so deeply and thrive so nobly 
on its soil. The present operations of the Hudson’s Bay Company in these “ Indian 
Territories” are conducted on the same principle precisely as within the boundaries of 
Canada, the jurisdiction they exercise having heretofore had the excuse of necessity, if 
not the sanction of law ; and so far as it can be shown to have been exercised to the benefit 
of those countries, the Company might fairly claim indemnity for the consequences, should’ 
that become necessary, and there is no reason to doubt either the generosity or the justice 
of the Legislature if called upon to ratify such a measure, 

It now becomes necessary, under the fourth head, to treat the questions of boundary 
arising out of the three foregoing ; and these questions have, heretofore, been so little 
understood, that it will be necessary to enter into the subject at some length. 

The difficulty of describing definite boundaries in countries which at the time were 
but very imperfectly or partially known, has always been a matter of serious embarrass- 
ment. In the present instance, however, the difficulties can only be in matters of detail, 
and it may be safely assumed that they will be still further lessened by the fact, that 
wherever uncertainty can be supposed to prevail in any point of real importance, it can 
only be between the Province of Canada on the one hand, and the “Indian Territories” 
on the other (not between Canada and the Territories of the Hudson’s Bay Company, 
unless at a point of comparatively little consequence) ; and it would be difficult to conceive 
that it could be adverse to the interests of the Crown or the community, if the principal 
question of boundary were sunk altogether, and the whole of the “ Indian Territories” 
incorporated with this Province. 


Boundary of the Company's Territories under Charter of 1670. 


In the first place, then, with respect to the Territory affected by the Charter of the 
Hudson’s Bay Company, it may be admitted that it would not only be difficult but abso- 
lutely impossible to define it ; it is therefore fortunate that its limited extent renders the 
question of little importance further than that it becomes necessary to consider and rebut 
the very large pretensions of the Company. 

The extent of the territory affected by the Charter is subject to two distinct condi- 
tions: 

First—It is confined to all such territory as was then the property of the donor. 

Second—it is confined to all such unknown territories as by the discoveries of the 
Company, his subjects, might become his property. 

These distinctions, though not directly expressed, are nevertheless conditions result- 
ing from the circumstances and necessary to a proper understanding of the case. 

With respect to the first, viz., the territory which was the property of the donor, it 
is necessarily limited by usage and by common sense to what was known or discovered, 
for the unknown and undiscovered could not be his property, and might never become 
his property, that being dependent upon circumstances then in the future: it is further 
limited by specific condition, expressed in the Charter itself, to such portions of what 
was then known as did not belong to any other Christian Prince or State, which condition, 
it must be admitted, was an acknowledgment on the part of the donor that some part 
of the territory he was describing was not his, and of doubt as to what did or did not 
belong to him. 

With respect to the extent of territory that might have been affected by the second 
condition above stated (that is, as regards exclusive trade, the grant of soil being less ex- 
tensive and more ambiguous), it has no particular limit, for it embraces all countries 
which could be reached either by “water or land” through Hudson’s Straits, and to limit 
or extend it merely to the sources of rivers discharging into Hudson’s Bay would be acon- 
struction which the Charter will in no sense admit of. But while it extends to all 
unknown countries or infidel nations, which the Company could reach through Hudgon’s. 
Straits or Bay, it is at the same time inferentially and necessaruly restricted from extend- 
ing to any of those unknown parts which might be first discovered and possessed by the 
subjects of any other Christian Prince or State. This is not, indeed, expressed in the- 
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Charter in relation to undiscovered territories, but it is emphatically so as regards the 
then state of the rights and possessions of Christian Powers. While the King, therefore, 
is so careful, at least in the wording of the document, not to infringe upon the rights of 
others already acquired, it can scarcely be supposed that he meant to infringe upon the 
rights of others to acquire what then belonged to none. The inference is altogether 
against the supposition that King Charles meant by his Charter to deny the right of any 
other civilized nation to make further discoveries and appropriate the countries discovered, 
and even if he had so intended it, he had not the power to alter the law of nations in this 
respect. Besides, the Charter is expressly one of discovery as well as trade, etc.; the 
advantages granted to the “adventurers” are incidental and subordinate to that greater 
object, but there could be no discovery on their part wherever they were preceded by 
prior discovery and possession on the part of the subjects of any other Christian Prince. 
The right of discovery is and was so well established, and wherever considered of any 
importance, has been so jealously watched that volumes of diplomatic controversy have 
been written on single cases of dispute, and the King of Great Britain could not by his 
Charter annul the recognized law of nations, or limit in any degree the right of other 
States to discover and possess countries then unknown. It may even be considered ex- 
travagant to affirm that he could convey a right of property to territories not then, but 
which might afterwards become his or his successors’ by the prior discovery and possession 
of the Company themselves, his subjects: were it necessary to dwell upon this point, it 
could easily be shown that most of the territories now claimed under the Charter which 
were not discovered at that date, the Company were not afterwards the first nor were 
any other British subjects the first discoverers of; that, in fact, except the Coppermine 
Rivér, the Company never discovered anything or penetrated beyond the Coasts and 
Confines of the Bay (to which perhaps they at that time justly considered their rights re- 
stricted) for upwards of a hundred years after the date of their Charter, and that when 
they did so penetrate, the only discovery they made was that the whole country in the 
interior had been long in the peaceful possession of the subjects of another Christian 
Prince. 

But the position as regards discovery after the date of the Charter, it is unnecessary 
to dwell upon, particularly as an adverse title can be proved prior to the date of the 
Charter, and that too sanctioned by treaty. 

The early discovery and occupation of the country in and about Hudson’s Bay are, 
as in many other cases, shrouded in a good deal of obscurity. The British claim as the 
first discoverers of the whole coast of this part of North America, in the persons of 
John and Sebastian Cabot, about the year 1497 ; but it is contended on the other hand that. 
their discoveries did not extend to the north of Newfoundland, which still retains the 
name they gave it, and which they supposed to form part of the main land. It is sad, 
indeed, that the Cabots penetrated to a very high latitude far to the north of the Straits 
now bearing the name of Hudson ; but it must be remarked that there appear to be no 
authentic records of the two voyages of the Cabots, their journals or observations. 
There appears to be only hearsay evidence of what they did, or where they went, told 
afterwards at second-hand to third parties. The voyages of the Cabots, therefore, 
although they are matters of history, not admitting of any reasonable doubt, in a general 
way, as to their having reached the coast of America, lose much of their force as the 
bases of specific territorial claims, from the want of any record of their proceedings. 
Did they ever land? Ifso, where? What observations did they make? Did they take 
formal possession ? ete. 

The French claim through fishermen of Brittany, who established fisheries on the 
coast as early as 1504, and through a map published by Jean Deny, of Honfleur, in 1506, 
The map would be valuable if any authentic copy of it be extant. There does not appear 
to be any such record of the operations of the Breton fishermen as would fix precisely 

Ogilby, the spot where their trade was carried on, though a British geographical work, 
London, 1671. published in 1671, with a map attached, fixes it at Hudson’s Straits, naming 
the country after them, on the south side of the Straits and within the Bay. The next 
navigator through whom the French claim is maintained is John Verezzani, who visited the 
country by order of Francis the First of France, in 1523-4, This is the first voyage, in 
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behalf of either France or England, of which any authentic and circumstantial record 
exists, as written by the navigator himself, who gave the country the name of New 
France. In 1534 Jacques Cartier’s discoveries commenced, and these are so well known 
that it is unnecessary to say more of them. 

Thus, then, it appears that the Cabots’ voyages, unsustained by any authentic record, 
affording no means of basing even a probable surmise as to whether so much as a landing 
was effected, formal possession taken, or any act done to constitute the assumption of 
sovereignty or of territorial dominion, comprise the only grounds on which England can 
base a claim to the country north of Newfoundland, prior to the voyage of Jacques 
Cartier. Apart, therefore, from the question of “ beneficial interests” (to use the expres- 
sion of a British diplomatist) which were acquired by France, commencing with the 
discoveries of Cartier, the preponderance of admissible evidence is altogether in favour 
of French discovery of that part of the continent between Newfoundland and Hudson’s 
Bay. But even if the question rested altogether between the unauthenticated disco- 
veries of the Cabots and the commencement of settlement by Cartier, it would not be 
inappropriate to assume the British view of a similar question as maintained in the 
Oregon dispute, in the following words :— 

‘In the next place, it is a circumstance not to be lost sight of, that it (the discovery 
by Gray) was not for several years followed up by any act which could give it value in 
a national point of view ; wt was not in truth made known to the world either by the 
discoverer himself or by his Government.” 

The next English attempts at discovery commenced in 1553, when Willoughby 
penetrated to the north of Hudson’s Bay, which, however, he did not discover or enter. 
This was nineteen years after Jacques Cartier’s first voyage, and was followed by various 
other attempts at finding a north-west passage, all apparently directed to the north of 
Hudson’s Straits until 1610, the period of Hudson’s voyage, in which he perished after 
wintering in the Bay which bears his name: but by this time it must be observed that 
Canada was colonized by the French. 

In 1540 De Roberval was made Viceroy of Canada, the description of which as 
given in his commission included Hudson’s Bay, though not then of course known by that 
name. 

L’Escarbot gives a full description of Canada at the period of De La Roche's ap- 
pointment in 1598 as follows :— 

“Ainsi notre Nouvelle France a pour limites du cdté d’ouest les terres jusqu’ a la 
mer dite Pacifique au deca du tropique du cancer; au midi les iles de la mer Atlan- 
tique du cote de Cuba et lle Espagnole; au levant la mer du nord, qui baigne la 
Nouvelle France; et au Septentrion cette terre, que est dite inconnue, vers la mer 
glacée jusqu’ au Pole Arctique.”* 

Notwithstanding failures and difficulties, France continued the effort to colonize 
Canada, and in 1598 De La Roche was appointed Governor of the whole of Canada as 
above described ; in 1603 or 1604 the first exclusive Charter was granted for the fur 
trade of Canada up to the 54° of north latitude ; in 1608 Champlain founded the City 
of Quebec; and in 1613 he accompanied his Indian allies, to the number of between two 
and three thousand, up the Ottawa and by Lake Nipissing and the French River, to war 
with a hostile nation at the Sault Ste. Marie. It must now be observed that the great 
incentive to the colonization of Canada was the enormous profits of the fur trade, with- 
out which it is scarcely likely that such persevering efforts would have been made for that 
purpose while so many countries with more genial climates remained in a manner 
unappropriated. 

Tadousac, at the mouth of the Saguenay River, was the first important post estab- 
lished by the French on the St. Lawrence ; 1t was the entrepdt of the fur trade before 
Quebec was founded, and continued to be so afterwards, This will not be deemed extra- 
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* Therefore New France has for boundaries on the west the Pacific Ocean within the Tropic of 
Cancer ; on the south the Islands of the Atlantic towards Cuba and Hispanolia ; on the east the Northern 


Sea, which washes its shores, embracing on the north the lands called Unknown, towards the Frozen Sea, 
up to the Ar~*¢ Pole. 
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ordinary when it is considered that the Saguenay River afforded the best means of access 
into the interior, and was the best inland route, in fact is the best canoe route yet, to the 
Great Bay now bearing the name of Hudson. There is indeed no authentic record of 
any of the French having made an overland journey to the Bay at so early a period, but 
when it is considered at what an early date the Cowreurs des Bois traversed the whole 
country in search of peltries, how readily they amalgamated with the Indians, who in that 
locality were in friendly alliance with them, and when it is also considered what extra- 
ordinary journeys the Indians undertook, as instanced by the war carried into the enemy’s 
country at the Sault Ste. Marie, already referred to, the presumption is that the fur 
traders of Tadousac not only enjoyed the trade of the Great Bay, but must also have 
penetrated very far in that direction, if not to the Bay itself, a journey at the most of 
less distance and not greater difficulty than that which Champlain successfully accom- 
plished with an army, while it had the strong incentive of profit to stimulate it. It is 
not necessary, however, to prove that every corner of the country known to the world as 
New France or Canada had been first visited by the actual possessors of the region so 
known. 

However strong the probabilities, therefore, of the Coureurs des Bois having been 
in communication with the great northern Bay before the visit of Hudson in 1610, or of 
Button, who succeeded him in 1612, it is not necessary to base any argument thereon ; 
nor is it necessary to dwell on the reputed voyage of Jean Alphonse, of Saintonge, in 
1545, which, although quoted by French historians, does not appear to be sufficiently 
authenticated. For, granting that the rights accruing from discovery resulted from the 
voyages of Hudson and Button, these discoveries were practically abandoned, in fact 
were never dreamt of being followed up by way of occupation, the finding of a north- 
west passage having been their sole object ; but waiving even this point, it will be found 
that the rights of France were made good by international treaty long before the Charter 
of Charles the Second was granted. 

It will be seen from L’Escarbot’s description, and those contained in the commissions 
of the Governors already referred to, that France claimed the whole conntry extending 
to the north of Hudson’s Bay, her title resting in the first instance upon the discoveries 
already mentioned, of which those of Verezzani, Cartier, and Champlain are of unques- 
tioned authenticity, to which they had added, when L’Escarbot wrote, in 1611, the title 
resulting from actual possession in the shape of permanent settlement. England, on the 
other hand, claiming under Cabot’s discovery, denied the right of France generally to the 
whole, and practically to the more southerly parts, where she endeavoured to plant settle- 
ments of her own, in which she was successful at a period somewhat later than the 
French. The fact is, each was trying to grasp more than they could take actual possession 
of; and if mere discovery of parts of a continent without actual possession or settlement 
were made the basis of permanent rights, neither of the contending parties would perhaps 
have had any right at all. Gradually the state of the actual possessions of the two 
Powers settled down into a sort of intelligible shape, though without any very distinct 
boundaries, the most northerly of the English possessions being known as New England, 
and all the country to the north thereof being known as New France or Canada, where 
the French only were in possession, there being no possession or settlement of any kind 
to the north of them. Still, had England colonized Hudson’s Bay at that period and 
been suceessful in keeping actual possession of it, she would just have had the same right 
to do so that she had to colonize New England. That England persevered with extra- 
ordinary energy in trying to find a north-west passage there can be no doubt, nor does it 
appear that France, though publicly claiming the country, made any objection ; but 
neither country made the most distant attempt at settlement or actual occupation of those 
remote and inhospitable regions at that period. 

In 1615 another expedition was made into Hudson’s Bay, in search of a north-west 
passage, by Baffin and Bylot. In 1627 the Quebec Fur Company was formed under the 
auspices of Cardinal Richelieu, and an exclusive Charter granted to them for the whole 
of New France or Canada, described as extending to the Arctic Circle. In 1629 Quebee 
was taken by the British, as were also most of the other principal towns founded by the 
French, in Acadia and Nurembega (now Nova Scotia and New Brunswick), which were 
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then Provinces of New France, the two nations being then at war. In 1631 Fox and 
James, on two different expeditions, prosecuted a further search for a north-west passage: 
in Hudson’s Bay, and from the latter of these navigators the southerly portion of the 
Bay takes its name. 

At this period the authenticated voyages of the English into Hudson’s Bay were 
Hudson in 1610, Button in 1612, Bylot and Baffin in 1615, and Fox and James in 1631: 
the numerous other expeditions having been apparently directed to the north of Hudson’s. 
Straits. At the same time, the extent of New France or Canada, as claimed by the 
French, was publicly known throughout the civilized nations of Europe. It is not neces- 
sary to say that that claim was admitted by Great Britain; it is sufficient that it was 
known. British authorities even of a later period, it must be observed, have contended 
that the French were intruders in America .altogether in violation of the title accrued 
through the discoveries of the Cabots, and had no right whatever to any part of it wntil 
acquired by treaty. It therefore becomes immaterial’ whether the claims of the French 
were disputed or not, so far as they were afterwards confirmed or a title created by 
Treaty. 

In 1632 peace was concluded, and by the Treaty of St. Germain-en-Laye, Canada or 
New France was relinquished to the French without any particular designation of its 
limits, and the British forces were to be withdrawn from the places they had taken, 
which being the most important, including the seat of Government, might almost be said 
to have amounted to the conquest of the whole country. 

Admitting, then, that but a disputed title of discovery had previously existed on 
either part—nay, admitting more, that the right vested by prior discovery was in Eng- 
land, this Treaty sets the matter at rest as regards all that was at that time called by the 
name of New France or Canada. There is indeed no getting behind this Treaty, of which 
the Charter afterwards granted by Charles the Second was in fact, but for the saving 
clause it contains, a violation, and Canada might well be content to rest her case here as 
against a Charter, which, referring to a country previously guaranteed by the Treaty toa 
foreign power, is expressly conditioned (as a Charter of discovery) not to interfere with 
what belonged to that other power. If, as is asserted by some English writers, France 
had no rights in America but such as she acquired by Treaty, what, it may be asked, were: 
the limits of the Territory she acquired by the Treaty of St. Germain-en-Laye, if not all 
that she claimed under the name of New France? It must be observed, too, that Cham- 
plain, the Viceroy of Canada, was made prisoner when Quebec was taken in 1629, and 
carried to England, where he remained for some time, and that the very year in which 
the Treaty was entered into, he published a work, containing a map of New France, by 
which Hudson’s Bay was included in the country so called. Can it then for a moment be 
supposed, with Champlain, the Viceroy of New France, a prisoner in their hands, and. 
their flag floating in triumph from the battlements of its capital, that the British Govern- 
ment and the diplomatists who negotiated the Treaty were ignorant of the meaning 
attached to the terms “ Canada” or “New France,” or could attach any other meaning 
to those terms than that which Champlain’s published maps of a previous date indicated, 
and with which the descriptions of other French writers, whose works were known 
throughout Europe, coincided? Can it be Supposed that in the negotiations preceding 
the Treaty, Champlain’s views of the extent or boundaries of his Viceroyalty were 
wholly unknown, or that the British diplomatists meant something less by the appella- 
tion than what was known to be understood by France? If, indeed, something less than 
the known extent of country called New France had been agreed upon, some explanation 
would undoubtedly have been contained in the Treaty, or if there had been any misunder- 
standing on the subject, the map which issued the same year, in Champlain’s work of 
1632, would at once have been made a cause of remonstrance, for, coming from the Chief 
Officer of the Colony, who was re-appointed to or continued in his office after the Peace, 
and published in Paris under the auspices of the King, it could not be otherwise looked 
upon than as an official declaration of the sense in which France regarded the Treaty. 

Even, then, if the rights of France were wholly dependent upon international Treaties, 
her right became as good by the Treaty of St. Germain-en-Laye to the shores of Hudson’s 
Bay as to the shores of the St. Lawrence. If she had rights before, the Treaty confirmed 
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them ; and if she had no rights before, the Treaty created them; and in either case, the 
effect was as greatin the one locality as the other. Every further step, however, in the 
history of the country will only tend to show that even if there had been no such Treaty 
as that of St. Germain-en-Laye, the Charter could not be sustained in opposition to the 
rights of France. 

The provisions of the Treaty of 1632 seem to have been respected for a period of 
thirty-six years, when, in 1668, the next English expedition entered the Bay, which was 
the first trading voyage ever made by British subjects to the Bay, and which resulted in 
the formation of the Hudson’s Bay Company and the grant of the Charter two years 
after. In saying that this was the first purely commercial enterprise of the British in 
Hudson’s Bay, it is not meant to be implied that no trade was had with the Indians by 
those engaged on the former expeditions, but that such enterprises were undertaken with 
the definite object of reaching the Pacific, and without the least idea of any practical 
occupation of, or trade with the country. 

The British having ceased any attempt upon Hudson’s Bay from the time of Fox and 
James’ voyages and the Treaty of St. Germain-en-Laye, for a period of thirty-six years, 
it now remains to be seen what the character of this their next attempt was, and what 
had been the circumstances of the country in the interim. 

That the name of Canada or New France continued to attach to the whole country during 
that period is indisputable ; the French published maps of these times leave no doubt 
upon the subject ; and when we find the French not only designating the country by these 
names in their maps published by royal authority, but also entering upon the practical 
occupation of the since disputed parts of the country so designated, the carrying on of 
the trade with it both by sea and land, and the establishing of missions, all within the 
period intervening between the Treaty of St. Germain-en-Laye and the granting of the 
Charter, or the voyage which preceded the Charter, and ali without interference on the 
part of Great Britain, we must conclude that the rights of the French were incontestable, 
-and that if ever an adverse claim had been preferred, it was considered to have been 
abrogated by the Treaty. ; 

In 1656 the first exclusively commercial sea voyage was made into Hudson’s Bay by 
-Jean Bourdon, who found the trade in furs so profitable that others immediately followed. 
The first missionary establishment was made there in 1663 by La Couture, who went over- 
land by direction of D’Avaugour, Governor of Canada, -who had been twice solicited by 
deputations of Indians from the Bay to send them missionaries; and now the French 
being fully established in the trade and in the occupation of the country both by sea and 
land, of the coast and of the interior, the English “ Adventurers” first appear upon the 
“scene, in a business way, ander the countenance of two Canadians, De Grozelier and 
Radisson, who having been already engaged in the trade of the Bay, and having failed 
in procuring certain privileges they desired from their own Government, went to Eng- 
land and induced some Englishmen to join them in a trading voyage in 1668, which was 
-so successful that, as already stated, it resulted in the formation of a Company, and the 
grant in 1670 of one of those extraordinary Charters which were so much in vogue in 
those days that the whole of the Continent of America, north of the Gulf of Mexico, 
known and unknown, may be said to have been covered by them, and some of it doubly 
so, if the vague and ambiguous descriptions, of which this was the most vague, could be 
said to mean anything. 

This was the origin of the Hudson’s Bay Company, and they immediately com- 
menced to build forts and establish themselves in the trade, but no sooner was this known 
in France than orders were given to expel them. Accordingly a desultory warfare was 
kept up for a number of years between the Canadian traders and the Company, in which 
the latter were nearly expelled, but again recovered themselves and strengthened 
their position, when it became necessary to take more effective means for their 
‘expulsion. Troops were accordingly despatched from Quebec overland for that purpose, 
‘under the Chevalier de Troyes, who commenced his work very effectually by taking the 
‘principal Forts of the Company. It must be observed that this was in 1686, in time of 
‘peace between Great Britain and France, and yet these proceedings were not made a 
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cause of war, which in itself would strongly imply an admitted right on the part of 
France to extirpate the Company as trespassers upon her territory. pa, 

War having afterwards broken out, the Forts on Hudson’s Bay were successively 
taken and retaken till the Peace of Ryswick, in 1697, put a stop to hostilities, at which 
time the British appear to have been possessed of Fort Albany only, the Canadians 
having possession of all the other establishments and the trade of the Bay. 

By the Treaty of Ryswick, Great Britain and France were respectively to deliver up 
to each other generally whatever possessions either held before the outbreak of the war, 
and it was specially provided that this should be applicable to the places in Hudson’s 
Bay taken by the French during the peace which preceded the war, which, though retaken by 
the British during the war, were to be given up to the French. There could scarcely be 
a stronger acknowledgment of the right of France to expel the Company as trespassers 
upon her soil, for it is impossible to construe the Treaty in this particular otherwise than 
as a justification of the act. 

Moreover, commissioners were to be appointed in pursuance of the Treaty to deter- 
mine the rights and pretensions which either nation had to the places in Hudson’s Bay. 
Had these commissioners ever met, of which there appears to be no record, there might have 
been a decision that would have set the question at rest as to which were “ rights” and. 
which were ‘‘ pretensions.” The commissioners must, however, have been bound by the: 
text of the Treaty wherever it was explicit. They might have decided that France had a. 
right to the whole, but they could not have decided that Great Britain had a right to the 
whole. They would have been compelled to make over to France all the places she took 
during the peace which preceded the war, for in that the Treaty left them no dis- 
cretion. ‘The following are the words of the Treaty :—“ But the possession of those places. 
which were taken by the French, during the peace that preceded this present war, and 
were retaken by the English during the war, shall be left to the French by virtue of the 
foregoing article.” Thus the Treaty of Ryswick recognized and confirmed the right of 
France to certain places in Hudson’s Bay distinctly and definitely, but it recognized no 
right at all on the part of Great Britain; it merely provided a tribunal to try whether 
she had any or not. 

So strongly has the Treaty of Ryswick been interpreted in favour of France in this 
particular, that some historians merely state the fact, that by it she retained all Hudson’s 
Bay, and the places of which she was in possession at the beginning of the war. 

The commissioners having apparently never met to try the question of right, things 
remained wm statu quo, and the most reliable accounts show that the Hudson’s Bay Com- 
pany retained possession of Fort Albany only from that time up to the Treaty of Utrecht, 
in 1713. Now, whatever the commissioners might have done, had they ever passed judg- 
ment on the cause the Treaty provided they should try, they could not have given Fort. 
Albany to the British, for it was one of the places taken by the French during the pre- 
ceding peace, and retaken by the British during the war, and therefore adjudged in direct. 
terms of the Treaty itself to belong to France. 

Thus then it will be seen, that the only possession held by the Hudson’s Bay Com- 
pany during the sixteen years that intervened between the Treaty of Ryswick and the. 
Treaty of Utrecht was one to which they had no right, and which the obligations of the. 
Treaty required should be given up to France. 

Here, therefore, for the second time an International Treaty interposes a barrier: 
against the pretensions of the Company. 

By the Treaty of Utrecht, in 1713, the whole of Hudson’s Bay was ceded to. 
Great Britain without any distinct definition of boundaries, for the determining of which 
commissioners were to be appointed. No official statement of the action of such com- 
missioners is at present available for reference,* but it is stated that no such action threw 
any additional light upon the subject. Indeed no such commissions ever have done 
much to determine boundaries in unexplored countries, as witness, for instance, the dis- 
pute so long pending on what was called the North-Eastern boundary question between 


rs Ae has since appeared on official authority that no boundary was settled by the commissioners. — 
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Great Britain and the United States, which was finally compromised by the Treaty of 
Washington, concluded by Lord Ashburton ; and again, the difficulties arising out of the 
same ambiguous description, and which so many commissions endeavoured in vain to 
settle, between the Provinces of Canada and New Brunswick. 

There is no denying the fact that the ancient boundaries of Canada or New France 
were circumscribed by the Treaty of Utrecht, and it is difficult to determine precisely the 
new boundaries assigned to it The general interpretation adopted by the British 
geographers, as the country gradually became better known from that time up to the 
final cession of Canada, was that the boundary ran along the high lands separating the 
waters that discharged into the St. Lawrence from those that discharge into Hudson’s 
Bay to the sources of the Nipigon River, and thence along the northerly division of the 
same range of high lands dividing the waters flowing direct to Hudson’s Bay, from those 
flowing into Lake Winnipeg, and crossing the Nelson, or rather (as it was then known) 
the Bourbon River, about midway between the said Lake and Bay, thence passing to the 
west and north by the sources of Churchill River, ete. ; no westerly boundary being any- 
where assigned to Canada. It may indeed be held doubtful whether the terms in which 
Hudson’s Bay was ceded could possibly be interpreted to mean more than the Bay and 
its immediate environs, but whatever the legitimate interpretation of the Treaty, the 
actual acceptation of it gave to France at least all to the south of the dividing high lands 
above described, for she remained in undisputed possession thereof until the final cession 
of Canada in 1763 ; while on the other hand the acceptation of it on the part of Great 
Britain, as proved by the same test of occupation, confined her at least to the north of 
the said high lands, if not to the very shore of the Bay, beyond which her actual posession 
never extended. 

It must here be observed, however, that the Treaty of Utrecht conferred nothing 
upon the Hudson’s Bay Company. It gave them nothing that was not theirs at the Treaty 
of Ryswick, and the Treaty of Ryswick gave them nothing that was not theirs before. 
The Charter obtained from King Charles the Second may have granted all that was his 
(if anything) to grant in 1670, but it would have required a new Charter to have granted 
what France ceded to Great Britain forty-three years afterwards. No doubt the Treaty 
of Utrecht had this important bearing upon the Company, that although it conferred no 
territorial rights upon them, the territory it conferred on Great Britain was then inacces- 
sible to British subjects by any other route than through the Bay and Straits of Hudson, 
over which (if over anything) the Company’s Charter gave exclusive control, and over 
which, whether rightfully or wrongfully, they have exercised such control. 

Matters continued in this state as regards the territorial rights of Great Britain and 
France for fifty years more, when Canada was ceded to Great Britain by the Treaty of 
Paris in 1763. During this period the Hudson’s Bay Company occupied the posts on the 
coasts of the Bay, and these only, having made no attempt to penetrate into the interior 
or occupy even what the British geographers of the time construed the Treaty of Utrecht 
as conferring, not upon the Company, but upon Great Britain: while on the other hand 
the French had covered that part of New France which still remained to them (accord- 
ing to the British authorities*) with posts or forts from the Lake of the Woods to the 
lower end of Lake Winnipeg, and remained in peaceable possession thereof, and in the 
most active prosecution of the trade until the whole country was given up to the British 
by the Peace of Paris, in 1763 ; by which, however, nothing was conferred upon the 
Hudson’s Bay Company any more than there had been by the Treaty of Utrecht, the 
rights acquired by these treaties being simply in common with other British subjects. 

For a few years, about the time of the transfer of Canada from French to British 
dominion, the trade of the western territories languished from a very natural want of 
confidence on the part of the Canadians by whom it had, up to that time, been carried 
on, and who now owed a new allegiance and had to seek a new market for the produce 
of their industry ; but a fresh impulse was soon given to it, first by separate individuals, 
then by small companies, and finally by the great North-West Company of Montreal, 


* [Jefferys (a British authority subsequently quoted in this paper) mentions, in addition to the posts 
here,referred to, two of the French posts on the Saskatchewan. —G. E. L.J 
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who not only spread their operations over all the territories formerly possessed by the 
French, but explored new countries to the north and west, while the Hudson’s Bay Com- 
pany had not yet made a single establishment beyond the immediate confines of the sea 
coast, 

The temporary depression of the fur trade at the period of the transfer of Canada to 

British dominion was, of course, advantageous to the Hudson’s Bay Company, for the 
Indians inhabiting those parts of Canada where the French posts were established around | 
Lake Winnipeg and its tributaries, would naturally seek a market in Hudson’s Bay during 
the comparative cessation of demand at the establishments in their midst. But when 
confidence was restored, and a new impulse was given to the trade in the north-west of 
Canada, the supply was again cut off from Hudson’s Bay, and now the Company for the 
first time entered into competition with the Canadian traders am the interior, where their 
first establishment was made in 1774. And why, it may be asked, did not the Hudson’s 
Bay Company oppose the French Canadians in the interior a few years earlier, as well as 
they opposed them (principally the same people) now that they had become British sub- 
jects? The answer is very simple. During French dominion they could not do it 
because the country belonged to France, but by the cession of the country to Great 
Britain, the Company had acquired the same right as any other British subjects to trade 
in it, and they availed themselves of that right accordingly. 

From this period an active competition was carried on between these companies, but 
the Canadian North-West Company were everywhere in advance of their rivals. They 
were the first to spread themselves beyond the limits of the French, over the prairies of 
the Saskatchewan ;* they were the first to discover the great river of the north, now 
bearing the name of McKenzie, and pursue its course to its discharge in the Frozen 
Ocean ; they were the first to penetrate the passes of the Northern Cordilleras and plant 
their posts upon the shores of the Pacific; and with such indomitable energy did they 
carry on their business, that, at the period of Lord Selkirk’s interference, they had 
upwards of 300 Canadians, “ Voyageurs,” employed in carrying on their trade to the west 
of the Rocky Mountains. 

It would be a useless task now to enter into a detail of the attempt made by the Earl 
of Selkirk, as a partner of the Hudson’s Bay Company, to ruin their opponents. It is 
only necessary to refer to it here as the first endeavour made to exercise the privileges 
contended for under the Charter over those territories which had not been acquired by 
Great Britain till the conquest or cession of Canada. Lord Selkirk having become princi- 
pal partner, and acquired a predominant influence in the affairs of the Hudson’s Bay 
Company, it was determined to assert the assumed privileges of the Company to an 
extent never before attempted ; and for this purpose a grant of the country on the Red 
River was made to his lordship, who commenced in 1811-12 to plant a colony there.T 
A Governor was appointed, the colonists and the servants of the Company were armed 
and drilled, and in 1814 the claims of the Company to soil, jurisdiction and exclusive 
trade were openly asserted, and for the first time attempted to be enforced by the actual 
expulsion of the North-West Company, several of whose forts were surprised and taken, 
their people being made prisoners, their goods seized, and the channel of their trade 
obstructed by the interception of their supplies. Overawed somewhat for the moment by 
this bold assumption of authority, the Canadian Company appear to have avoided the 
contest, but when forced into it they proved the stronger ; the Governor was killed in 
leading an attack upon a party of the North-West Company, who turned and gave battle, 
and the colony was dispersed. This final catastrophe occurred in the spring of 1816, 
while in the meantime Lord Selkirk was organizing a more formidable force than had 


* [It is now historically established that the French, before the cession of Canada, occupied the whole 
country of the Saskatchewan. They had several forts on that river; one of them at its source in the Rocky 
Mountains.—G. E. L.] 


+ ‘*Who have been the aggressors in their different quarrels, I am not able to determine ; however, pre- 
vious to 1811, at which time Lord Selkirk became connected with the Company trading to Hudson’s Bay, 
and sent settlers from Europe to that country, no great differences existed between the servants of that Com- 
pany and the fur traders of Canada. There might be difficulties between different posts, but seldom attended 
with serious consequences.”—Despatch of Lieutenant-Governor Gore to Earl Bathurst, 9th September, 1816. 
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hitherto taken the field. Having procured a commission of the peace from the Govern- 
ment of Canada, he engaged a large force of the disbanded DeMeuron soldiers, equipped 
them in military style, procured arms, ammunition, artillery even, and started for the 
interior. 

It must be allowed that it was a somewhat anomalous course for the Government of 
Canada to have pursued, to permit such a force to be organized ; but when it is con- 
sidered that great ignorance prevailed as to the state of those remote localities, that it 
was known that there had been disturbances and bloodshed the previous year ; when also 
Lord Selkirk’s position is considered, and that he went asa pacificator professedly to main- 
tain peace, it may not be deemed so extraordinary that so much confidence should have 
been placed in him, for he was even granted a sergeant’s guard of regular troops. It is not 
the object here, however, to enter into a discussion of the unfortunate occurrences of that 
period, or the particular action of the Provincial Government, and the circumstances are 
only referred to, to show that Canada actually exercised the jurisdiction, that Lord Sel- 
kirk’s destination was the Red River Colony, and that he deemed it necessary to fortify 
himself doubly with commissions as a Canadian magistrate, first for Canadian territory, 
and second (under 43 Geo. 3rd) for the “ Indian territories,” so that those who resisted 
his authority on the ground that they were in Canada, he could judge under the one com- 
mission, and those who resisted on the ground that they were in the Indian territories, 
he could judge under the other, while the judicial and governmental attributes claimed 
for the Company would have served as a third basis of operation ; and thus with the 
actual force at his disposal there was a pretty fair prospect of the Hudson’s Bay Com- 
pany being made the absolute masters of the north-west country. 

At the Sault Ste. Marie, however, Lord Selkirk met intelligence of the death of 
Governor Semple and the dispersion of his colony ; nevertheless, he still proceeded with 
his force as far as Fort William, on Lake Superior, where he arrived about the llth of 
August, 1816, and soon after arrested the partners of the North-West Company, who 
were there at the time, and took possession of the whole establishment, including the 
merchandise and stores of the Company. The course pursued on this occasion, as appears 
by documents published at the time, shows the character of the pretensions set up at that 
period—pretentions which were then and not till then presumed upon. 

It will be observed that Fort William was the principal depot of the Canadian mer- 
chants, through which all their supplies for, and peltries from, the North-West had to 
pass. By seizing on this point, therefore, Lord Selkirk had possession of the key of their 
whole trade, and was enabled to permit or refuse the transit of their goods as he saw fit. 
For whatever purpose, therefore, he obtained his two commissions of the peace in Canada, 
the expedition simply resolved itself into a continuation of the attempt to destroy the 
North-West Company of Canada, the rivals in trade of the Hudson’s Bay Company ; for, 
however desirable it might be to arrest and bring to trial all parties implicated on either 
side in the death of Governor Semple, there could be no excuse for seizing the persons of 
those gentlemen who were known not to have been at the time within hundreds of miles 
of the scene of that catastrophe, merely because they were partners in the North-West 
Company, nor, even if there were cause for their arrest, did that justify the taking pos- 
session of their property without the sanction or the form of law.* 

The object of entering upon this brief record is, to point out that all this occurred at 
Fort Willtam, on the shores of Lake Superior, within what the Hudson’s Bay Company, 
by their map and statement of “rights,” now admit to be within the boundaries of Can- 
ada. And thus it will be seen that, while the pretension of extending the privileges of 
the Charter beyond the “coasts and confines” of the Bay to the western territories of 
Canada was a mere invention of that period, to further their own ends and to destroy the 
rival Company of Canada, they were as ready to employ force at Fort William as in the 
Valley of the Red River. rial 

In further proof that the transactions at Fort William were openly done in violation 


' * From these Documents it appears, that the Earl of Selkirk, acting in his own cause, aided by an 
armed force, has not only made the Partners of the North-West Company prisoners, but has also seized 
their Papers and Property.”—Lieut.-Gov, Gore to Earl Bathurst, 9th Sept., 1816. 
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of Canadian law and in defiance of Canadian authority, it is only necessary to add that 
when Lord Selkirk’s proceedings became known, warrants were issued for his apprehen- 
sion and a party of constables sent to arrest him, and that refusing obedience to the laws 
of this country, and presuming upon the force for the moment at his command in that re- 
mote locality (remote then as regards the time it took to reach it, though at our doors 
to-day), he caused the constables to be taken prisoners themselves, and treated the Deputy 
Sheriff of the Western District, who afterwards made the attempt, in like manner. 

This war between the Companies, though injurious to both, failed to exterminate 
either, and the final result was a compromise by which they entered into partnership ; 
and thus the trade has been carried on since, under the name indeed of the Hudson’s 
Bay Company, but expressly in conjunction with the North-West Company of Canada, so 
that Canada can at no time be said to have been out of possession of her western terri- 
tories within the limits occupied by the French at the time of the conquest, nor out of 
possession of the ‘“ Indian Territories” beyond, which, after the conquest, were first dis- 
covered by the Canadian traders, and for which the License of exclusive trade was granted 
to the Partners of the North-West Company of Canada, as such, in conjunction with 
the Hudson’s Bay Company. 

It is true that after the amalgamation of the Companies and the License of exclusive 
trade granted in 1821, competition became dlegal in the “ Indian Territories” beyond the 
boundaries of Canada, as indeed it had always proved impracticable on the part of minor 
traders either within or beyond the remote parts of the province, small traders being 
altogether unable to cope with the two great Companies. It is true also that after they, 
the two great Companies, had been for some time united, and when by the policy pursued 
by them the trade had ceased to be beneficial to, and had been lost sight of in, Canada, 
an arrangement was effected between the two sections of the United Company by which 
the name of the North-West Company was dropped entirely, the lease relinquished, and 
a new one obtained in which the name of the Hudson’s Bay Company alone appeared ; 
but it must be observed that this new arrangement was accepted and entered into by the 
British Government by consent of the partners representing the original Canadian Com- 
pany, for although this Lease or License only affects the Indian Territories beyond the 
actual boundaries of Canada, it can scarcely be supposed that the Government would 
have agreed to give it, had Canadian traders still remained in the field. The policy of 
the Companies when joined, has however been so far successful that they have managed 
heretofore to secure themselves against opposition, many no doubt being imposed upon by 
the pretentious but erroneous construction put upon their Charter, and the public in 
general kept in the dark respecting a trade which, though partly carried on in the very 
centre of Canada and within range of steam navigation, is so managed as to pass by a 
circuitous route, by means of the primitive canoe and over portages on men’s backs, away 
hundreds of miles into the interior and round by Hudson’s Bay. 

But the time has come when Canada must assert her rights, not only from that 
necessity for expansion which her growing population and trade require, but also because 
if she does not now begin to provide for the future by opening up her remote territories 
to colonization, and securing the loyalty and attachment of the people by extending to 
them the rights and privileges of her laws and institutions, there is a moral certainty that 
a power far more formidable than the Hudson’s Bay Company must in a very short period 
acquire the actual possession of those countries. 

This brief chronological sketch of the history of the Company and of the circum- 
stances connected therewith, must sufficiently show that they have acquired no territorial 
grant whatever under either of the two conditions stated, to which their Charter was 
subject ; first as regards the countries then known upon the “coasts and confines” of 
Hudson’s Bay, because they were already in the possession of the subjects of another 
Christian Prince, and were therefore excluded from the grant in terms of the Charter 
itself ; and second, as regards discoveries, because when they first penetrated into the in- 
terior, 104 years after the date of their Charter, they found the country and a long-estab- 
lished trade in the hands of others—unless indeed as regards some discoveries to the north, 
which are of no special importance to Canada, such as the Copper Mine River, discovered 
by Hearne under the auspices of the Company. 
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Under the first head the most sanguine advocate of the Company, upon a full inves- 
tigation of all the circumstances, could only urge on their behalf a claim to certain points, 
or stations, on the sea coasts of the bay, and even to these a doubtful and disputed title. 

The high legal authorities that may be quoted in favour of the claims of the Com- 
pany cannot be held as of weight against the conclusions inevitably resulting from a fuller 
investigation of the subject, inasmuch as they are merely opinions upon the cases sub- 
mitted. The latest opinion given upon the subject is that of Sir John Jervis and Sir John 
Romilly in their letter to Earl Grey, of January, 1850, in which they gave it as their 
opinion, ‘That the rights claimed by the Company do properly belong to them.” Before 
arriving at this conclusion, however, these learned gentlemen are careful to specify pre- 
cisely what papers they had then under consideration, and to which alone they refer as 
the basis of their opinion. These papers were simply the “Statement of fights and the 
Map,” submitted by the chairman of the Company, Sir J. H. Pelly. 

This opinion, therefore, can only be taken as affirmative of the power of the King to 
grant such rights and privileges as the Charter specifies, and that the Charter would 
cover all the territory claimed ; but the question of whether that territory belonged to 
the King to grant was not before them. With respect to the territory which the word- 
ing of the Charter would cover, it would be difficult to say what it would not cover ; and 
with respect to the validity of the grant of such powers, it is to be remarked that very 
high authorities have given a directly opposite opinion; and it may be asked why, if the 
Charter was valid, did the Company procure an Act of Parliament to confirm it in 1690, 
and why, when that Act expired, which was limited to seven years, did they again ask for 
an Act to continue it? It is worthy of notice, too, that the seven years’ Act was passed 
during war with France, when it appears that P wliament did not scruple to grant or con- 
firm a Charter for countries to which Great Britain had, at best, but a disputed title, based 
only upon a very partial, and even during peace, a very precarious possession ; nor is it 
less worthy of remark, that when Parliament refused to re-grant or continue the Charter, 
the Treaty of Ryswick had intervened, by which the rights of France were recognized, 
and those of Great Britain left, at most, in doubt, and when, therefore, any such Act 
would have been a direct violation of an international Treaty. 

Another opinion appears to have been obtained by the Hudson’s Bay Company at an 
earlier period, from Romilly, Holroyd, Cruise, Scarlett and Bell, equally upon the case 
drawn and without reference to the real points at issue, merely affirming that the grant 
of the soil contained in the Charter is good, and that it will include all the countries the 
waters of which flow into Hudson’s Bay. This opinion is, therefore, like the other, of no 
weight on questions which were not before the learned gentleman who gave it. 

Opposite opinions were obtained at an earlier period by the North-West Company, 
viz., in 1804, from Sir V. Gibbs and Mr. Bearcroft. These opinions, however, although 
they touched the fundamental principles of the Charter, had no reference to the interior 
countries on the Red River, Lake Winnipeg, the Saskatchewan, etc., for the simple reason 
that no opinion was asked on a case which only arose six or seven years later, when Lord 
Selkirk came on the field. 

The position of the question at this period was that the North-West Company, being 
in possession not only of all the country formerly possessed by the Canadian- French in that 
direction, but also of the country first discovered by themselves, to the north-west of the 
Churchill River, came to the conclusion that their trade could be more conveniently car- 
ried on with these more remote parts through Hudson’s Bay than through Canada. The 
question they submitted, therefore, was solely in regard to the validity of the Charter in 
respect of the navigation, trade, and fisheries of the Bay itself. The North-West Com- 
pany as little dreamt of asking an opinion respecting the legality of their trade in the 
interior as the Hudson’s Bay Company thought, at that period, of attempting its forcible 
restraint. In the case put it is to be remarked that no reference is made to the early 
possessions of the French on the coasts of the Bay, and consequent possession of the Bay 
itself in communicating therewith, and yet, and even without this, these opinions are 
entirely adverse to the exclusive privileges claimed under the Charter. 

After the difficulties occasioned by the more recent assumption of power in virtue of 
the Charter to expel the North-West Company from the Red River country, under the 
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auspices of Lord Selkirk, had become serious, another opinion was obtained by that Com- 
pany in 1816, from Sir Arthur Pigott, Sergeant Spankie and Lord Brougham. This 
opinion must be held to be more valuable than those obtained by the Hudson’s Bay Com- 
pany, inasmuch as it enters more into the merits of the case, and is therefore more 
explicit as to the real views of the learned counsel on the subject submitted to them, 
whereas the opposite opinions are such as the gentlemen who gave them would be at 
liberty to ignore upon a fuller submission of the case, without incurring a charge of incon- 
sistency. 

The opinion under consideration is very decided on the point that the Red River and 
Saskatchewan countries are not within the limits of the Charter, even upon the merits of 
the description contained in the Charter itself, apart from the question of prior possession 
by another State. The question of prior occupation of these localities by the French is 
indeed lightly touched upon, though the opinion, as above, is definitely given without it ; 
but the rights of Canada now for the first time fully discussed, based on prior dis- 
covery, at least of the whole of the interior, prior occupation on the shores of the Bay itself, 
and international treaties, do not appear to have ever been pronounced upon by any of those 
high legal authorities who have heretofore been consulted, because no such case has ever 
been submitted ; and yet, based upon history and facts, it may be taken to supersede all 
necessity for raising any question as to the extent of the royal prerogative in giving 
validity to such a Charter. 

Had the Hudson’s Bay Company indeed deemed their position good in law, as 
against the North-West Company, in respect of the Red River country, it can scarcely 
be supposed that they would have resorted to force at such a lavish expense (and it must 
be added, involving no small amount of bloodshed), when the question could have been 
so easily determined by the legal tribunals, at an expense altogether inconsiderable as 
compared with the actual losses and costs incurred. They have indeed attempted to show 
that they had not an equal chance with their rivals in the courts of this Province ; but 
not to speak of the injustice of such an insinuation in itself, the objection is untenable 
while they had the right of appeal, and to suppose that they were deterred from taking 
such a course from any difficulty attending the proceeding would be simply absurd, when 
we find them organizing an army to defend their claims in those remote localities, and 
thus voluntarily removing the venue from the courts of law, by a far more difficult and 
expensive process, to the arbitrament of force, where the interference of law could not be 
so readily invoked to check their proceedings. 

And if any justification of this course could be based on the supposed validity of 
their Charter, and on the ground that it could be construed to cover that locality, why, 
when they failed to maitain their position by force, when the North-West Company, even 
after the temporary interruption of their trade through the seizure of Fort William by 
Lord Selkirk, still continued in the ascendant, why did they not then resort to a trial at 
law, which, if it had resulted in their favour, would at once have secured a power exactly 
commensurate with the emergency to maintain their rights? for then, if the civil power 
had proved insufficient, the whole power of the empire would have been available as far 
as necessary. But instead of trying the issue in a Court of Law, they finally amal- 
gamated with their rivals, affording thereby a clear proof that they had no hope of being 
able to treat them otherwise than as possessing equal rights, thus consenting to their 
opponents sharing with them what they had previously contended to be their private 
property. ; 

To conclude the question of the Hudson’s Bay Company’s territories under their 
Charter, therefore, it is difficult to arrive at the result that they have any territorial rights 
at all, for in the first place, the country was practically occupied by the French before the 
date of the Charter, and consequently excluded from it; and in the second place, because 
the whole country, including Hudson’s Bay, was known as New France or Canada, as per 
maps and descriptions publicly known throughout Europe previous to that date, and there- 
fore, if not so before, became the property of France by the Treaty of St. Germain-en- 
Laye in 1632, and as such necessarily could not be and expressly was not granted by their 
Charter; and in the third place, because by the Treaty of Ryswick the right of France to 
expel them as trespassers on her soil was manifestly admitted. And finally, even assuming 
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that Great Britain originally had acquired a divided right with France, each to the extent of 
the establishments which their subjects respectively were the first to form, the Hudson’s 
Bay Company would only have a right, under their Charter, to those particular posts, or 
forts, which they were the first to take possession of in localities previously unoccupied, 
for the Treaty of Ryswick conferred nothing upon them (if it even permitted them to re- 
tain anything, which is doubtful) ; the Treaty of Utrecht, although it gave Hudson’s 
Bay to the British, conferred nothing upon the Company, apart from other British sub- 
jects ; and the Treaty of Paris (although it gave Canada to Great Britain) conferred noth- 
ing upon them, except rights in common with other British subjects ; while until eleven years 
after the last-named treaty, they never occupied anything beyond their original establish- 
ments on the coast, and those (also on the coast) conquered from or ceded by France at 
the Treaty of Utrecht, but which could not, by such subsequent conquest, or cession, be 
made subject to their Charter. 


Boundaries of Canada. 


Having thus disposed of the boundaries of the Hudson’s Bay Company’s Territories— 
if such can be said to exist—the boundaries of Canada next come to be considered, and a 
division of the subject will naturally suggest itself into two heads. First, the original 
boundaries of Canada under the French ; and second the boundaries of Canada as acquired 
by Great Britain in 1763. The southerly boundaries, when not affecting the present 
question, need not of course be particularly referred to. 

It will not be necessary to enter at length into the question of the original boun- 
daries under the French, as they have already been sufficiently indicated. They clavmed 
all to the north of the St. Lawrence, and were the first to occwpy Hudson’s Bay. If the 
British, besides their visits in search of a north-west passage, had seen fit to occupy the 
country for any practical purpose and been the first to do so, they might no doubt have 
claimed it for their own. Had any such actual occupation followed the voyages of Hud- 
son and Button, notwithstanding the French footing on and claim to the whole continent 
north of the St. Lawrence, it must be admitted that a valid title would have been created. 
But when such occupation was only first attempted some fifty or sixty years later, in support 
of a commercial project of two Frenchmen, who had been already engaged in the trade, and 
when France was in formal and actual possession, it cannot be denied that the French title 
was the preferable one. Of the original territories of Canada, Great Britain therefore 
acquired a part by the Treaty of Utrecht, the residue remaining to France for fifty years 
later. On this head there seems to be no dispute, for British authorities designate a part 
of what they claim to have been acquired by that treaty as Canada. 

It now remains to be considered what were the boundaries of the country finally 
acquired by the Treaty of 1763, which, according to French and other, authorities, 
was much larger than according to British authorities ; but it will perhaps be most satis- 
factory for the present to adopt the latter. 

One of the most circumstantial British accounts of the westerly possessions of the 
French is to be found in a geographical and historical work published by Thos. Jefferys 
in 1760. After giving the French account of Canada, he proceeds to give the English 
version of its boundaries in the following words :— 

“ Canada, according to the English account, is bounded on the north by the high lands 
which separate it from the country about Hudson’s Bay, Labrador or New Britain, and 
the country of the Eskimeaux and the Christeneaux ; on the east by the River St. Law- 
rence; and on the south by the Outawais River, the country of the Six Nations and 
Louisiana, tts limits towards the west extending over countries and nations hitherto un- 
discovered. 

The high lands referred to in the above are distinctly delineated on the maps pub- 
lished with the work as the northerly section of the range which, dividing to the north- 
west of Lake Superior, separates the waters flowing direct to Hudson’s Bay from those 
flowing into Lake Winnipeg, crossing the Nelson River at Split Lake or Lac des Forts, 
etc. Describing the country from Lake Superior westward, the author goes on, at page 
19, as follows :— 
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‘‘ At the mouth of Les Trois Rivieres, or the Three Rivers, is a little French Fort 
called Camenistagouia ; and twenty-five leagues to the west of the said Fort, the land be- 
gins to slope and the river to run towards the west. 

“ At ninety-five leagues from this greatest height lies the second establishment of 
the French that way, called Fort St. Pierre, in the Lake des Pluies. The third is Fort 
St. Charles, eighty leagues further, on the Lake des Bois. The fourth is Fort Maurepas, 
a hundred leagues distant from the last, near the head of the Lake of Ouinipigon. Fort 
La Reine, which is the fifth, lies a hundred leagues further on the river of the Assiniboels. 
Another Fort had been built on the River Rouge, but was deserted on account of its 
vicinity to the two last. The sixth, Fort Dauphin, stands on the west side of Lac des 
Prairies, or of the Meadows; and the seventh, which is called Fort Bourbon, stands on 
the shore of the Great Lake Bourbon. The chain ends with Fort Poskoyac, at the bot- 
tom of a river of that name, which falls into Lake Bourbon. The River Poskoyac is 
made by De Lisle and Buache to rise within twenty-five leagues of their west sea, which 
they say communicates with the Pacific ocean. All these Forts are under the Governor of 
Canada.” 

The above, it will be observed, is the English account of what was still French Can- 
ada in 1760, just after the taking of Quebec and before the final conquest and cession of 
the country. The River Poskoyac is that which now bears the name of the Saskatchewan 
upon which Sir Alexander McKenzie states that the French had another Fort higher up 
than Fort Poskoyac.* 

The same author, Jefferys, in his description of Louisiana, says: “It is bounded on 
the N. by Canada ; on the E. by the British Colonies of New York, Pennsylvania, Mary- 
land, Virginia, etc., etc.” The map accompanying this description claims the British Col- 
onies, Virginia, etc., as coming up to the east bank of the Mississippi, and therefore it is 
Louisiana west of the Mississippi that he refers to as bounded by Canada on the north, 
that is to say, from the sources of the Mississippi westward. 

The same year in which this work was published, all Canada was surrendered +o the 
British, though not finally ceded till three years after. 

In surrendering the country to the British, the Marquis de Vaudreuil submitted 
articles of capitulation which were marked “ granted,” or “refused,” etc., according as they 
were finally agreed to by General Amherst. In guarding the interests of the Canadian 
colonists in every part of the country surrendered, the localities above described by English 
authority as being under the “Governor of Canada,” are designated as “the Countries 
above,” and the 46th article of the capitulation is as follows: 

“The inhabitants and merchants shall enjoy all the privileges of trade under the 

same favours and conditions granted to the subjects of Her Britannic Majesty as well in 
the Countries above as in the interior of the Colony.—Granted.” 
By which these countries were manifestly surrendered along with the rest of Canada, and 
the future rights of the Canadians guaranteed thereto by the provision that no British 
subjects should ever enjoy any privileges of trade there in which they did not share ; not 
indeed that this guarantee, although it would decidedly have that effect, could have been 
foreseen as a safeguard against the Hudson’s Bay Company who had never at that period 
penetrated into the country, it being simply intended to prevent any cause whatever from 
depriving the French colonists of the benefits of a trade, which had always been one of 
the most important in the country. 

In the negotiations for peace that followed in 1761, which were directed on the one 
part by Mr. Pitt, and by the Duke de Choiseul on the other, and which ended, for 
the time, in failure, France contending for the boundaries of Louisiana extending to Can- 
ada, which Great Britain opposed. Finally, the Treaty of 1763 allowed Louisiana to ex- 
tend west of the Mississippi to its source, and made that river from its source downwards 


* “Tt may be proper to observe, that the French had two settlements upon the Saskatchiwine long be- 
fore, and at the conquest of Canada; the first at the Pasquia, near Carrot River, and the other at Nipawi, 
where they had agricultural instruments and wheel carriages, marks of both being found about those estab- 
lishments, where the soil is excellent.” — Note to General History of the Fur Trade, p. lxxiii. See McKen- 
uzie’s Voyages. London, 1801. [See note (*), ante, p. 16.—G. E. L.] 
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the boundary between the British and French possessions,—the boundary from the source 
of the Mississippi westwards being left undertermined, a question which had ultimately to 
be settled with the United States instead of with France. 

The system adopted and industriously followed up by the two rival Companies after 
their union had indeed so disseminated an erroneous appellation, that the country north 
and north-west of the Mississippi had come to be commonly called the Hudson’s Bay 
Company’s Territories ; but when diplomatists and statesmen came to study the subject, 
tracing up from history and fact their respective claims, as bearing upon the Oregon 
question, they did not stultify themselves by the use of such an erroneous term ; accord- 
ingly we find Mr. Buchanan, now President-elect of the United States, using the following 
language, in concluding a proposition made by him on Ist July, 1846 :— 

“The line proposed will carry out the principle of continuity equally for both parties, 
by extending the limits both of ancient Louisiana and Canada to the Pacific along the 
same parallel of latitude which divides them east of the Rocky Mountains.” 

The same line of argument sustains the British plenipotentiary when, in arguing the 
pretensions of his Government to Oregon, he traces the progress of the Canadians west- 
ward across the Rocky Mountains to the Pacific. 

The next step in the natural progress of events is the description of Canada under 
British sway. The first step after the Treaty of Paris was to provide for the government 
of the settled parts of the country, for which purpose the Government of Quebec was 
organized, comprising, however, a very limited portion of Canada, as per proclamation of 
7th October, 1763, the rest of the country being thereby reserved from survey or settle- 
ment, for the moment, for the protection of the Indians. The descriptions of Canada, 
however, of that period, took in the country to the westward of Pennsylvania, by the 
Ohio River, to the Mississippi. And the Imperial Statute of 1774, commonly called the 
* Quebec Act,” describes the Province as extending ‘‘ Northward to the Southern Boun- 
dary of the Territory granted to the Merchant Adventurers of England trading to 
Hudson’s Bay,” but does not specify what their boundaries are, and it will be seen, by 
what follows, that the construction put upon this Act by the British Government, nine 
years later, was adverse to the present pretensions of the Company. The Treaty of 
Independence of the United States provided a new southerly boundary for Canada, a 
part of what had formerly gone under that name having been ceded to the United States ; 
and by the commission issued to Lord Dorchester—the first after this Treaty—the same 
words are used in describing the boundaries of Canada, as in the Treaty, viz. :— 

“Through Lake Superior, northwards of the Isles Royal and Phillipeaux to the Long 
Lake ; thence, through the middle of the said Long Lake, and the water communication 
between it and the Lake of the Woods, to the said Lake of the Woods; thence, through 
the said Lake to the most north-western point thereof, and from thence on a due west 
course to the River Mississippi, and northward to the southern boundary of the territories 
granted to the Merchant Adventurers of England trading to Hudson’s Bay.” 

This description, it will be seen, leaves the boundaries beyond the sources of the 
Mississippi indeterminate. On the supposition that a line due west from the Lake of the 
Woods would intersect the Mississippi, the King was obliged to limit the extent of Canada 
on such line to the Mississippi proper, because, by the Treaty of Paris, France retained 
the whole country to the west of the Mississippi from its source downwards. Had the 
King’s Commission said from the intersection of the due west line with the Mississippi 
“due north,” it might have been argued that it provided a westerly boundary, but it 
simply says “northerly,” because although it was necessary to limit it to the Mississippi, 
where Louisiana commenced, there is no need for being specific beyond the sources cf that 
river where the westerly boundary of Canada was yet unknown. Of the extent of Canada 
to the north by this description, it is enough to say that it was the same as by the Act of 
1774, and required the boundaries of the territory granted to the Hudson’s Bay Company 
to be defined first, and if that failed, it had no other limit, short of its original extent 
under the French. 

At the “definitive Treaty of Peace” with the United States, their territory did not 
extend at any point to the west of the Mississippi, until they acquired Louisiana in 1803. 
It will be remembered that Mr. Pitt objected to the northerly boundary of Louisiana 
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coming so far north as the southerly boundary of Canada in 1761, that nevertheless it was 
‘go settled in 1763 that the Mississippi should be the boundary to its source. This result 
‘seems to have been a compromise, by which Louisiana was confined almost entirely to the 
‘west of the Mississippi, Great Britain thus gaining her point on the east, which came 
more nearly in contact with her old possessions, and giving to France entire scope on the 
west to the very sources of the Mississippi, the boundary from thence westward being 
left undetermined. This point had accordingly to be afterwards settled with the United 
States, who had in the meantime acquired the rights of France. This settlement ulti- 
mately admitted the 49th parallel of latitude as the northerly boundary of Louisiana, and 
as such necessarily the southerly boundary of Canada, from the Lake of the Woods due 
west to the Rocky Mountains, passing north of the source of the Mississippi proper, 
though intersecting some of its tributary streams, the only error in which was that the 
line should not have been north of the source of the Mississippi, an error resulting from 
a previous treaty with the United States, at a time when it was supposed that the parallel 
of latitude agreed upon east of the Mississippi would intersect that river. 

Were the King’s letters patent to Lord Dorchester indeed taken literally at the present 
day in regard to the southerly boundary of Canada, the due west line of the description, 
not intersecting the Mississippi, would go on as far as British territory, not otherwise 
organized, would carry it, which would be to the Pacific ; or if limited at all, it would be 
by the first waters of the Mississippi which it did intersect, which would be the White 
Earth River, and this would in fact correspond with the extent of Canada previously 
known to the French, taking in all the old forts already mentioned, and leaving out the 
“ countries and nations hitherto undiscovered,” that is at the time of the Conquest, though 
at the period when that description was made, the North-West Company were carrying 
on an active trade much farther to the west: nor is it clear that this would be adverse to 
the intention of the description, for some of the maps of that period represent the Missis- 
sippi as west of the Red River. 

The southerly boundary of the British dominions west of Lake Superior being there- 
fore demonstrated as identical with the southerly boundary of Canada to some point due 
west of the Lake of the Woods, the only question is as to where that point is to be found ; 
is it the White Earth River, the first waters of the Mississippi with which the due west 
line intersects? or is it the summit of the Rocky Mountains, on the same principle that 
the coterminous boundary of Louisiana was ultimately so construed ? 

The next point to be determined is the northerly extension of Canada from its south- 
erly boundary. The official description, corresponding with the Act of 1774, carries it to 
the boundary of the Hudson’s Bay Company’s Territories, but the same official description 
ignores the boundaries they claim (thus proving so far the construction then put upon the 
Act of 1774), for it carries the southerly boundary of Canada down the water-shed of 
Hudson’s Bay from two to three hundred miles to the Lake of the Woods, and thence due 
west, thus making the starting-point far within what the Hudson’s Bay Company claim, 
and thus, from a point within what they claim as their territory, it is to extend northerly 
to their territories. If, then, the “rights” of the Hudson’s Bay Company were even far 
less equivocal than they are, their southerly boundary, as pretended by themselves, is 
entirely demolished, and the question arises, where is the boundary of their territories so 
described as the northerly limit of Canada? The question of territorial rights has already 
been so fully discussed that it is unnecessary to repeat the arguments. The only possible 
conclusion is, that Canada is either bounded in that direction by a few isolated posts on 
the shore of Hudson’s Bay, or else that the Company’s territory is—like the intersection 
of the due west line with the Mississippi—a myth, and consequently that Canada has no 
particular limit in that direction. 

The accompanying map illustrates the northerly boundary of Canada, according to 
British authorities, as ceded by the French in 1763, there being no westerly boundary 
then known or since provided. This is perhaps all that could, in the first instance, be 
absolutely claimed as under the Government of Canada, were it not that, since the final 
determination of the southerly boundary, the Imperial Government merely described the 
authority of this Government as extending over all the countries theretofore known as 
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Canada, which might fairly be taken to cover the territory acquired by the Treaty of 
Utrecht, as well as that acquired by the Treaty of Paris. 


Boundaries of the Indian Territories. 


The boundaries of the Indian Territories need little consideration or explanation, as 
they simply include all that belongs to Great Britain in North America to the north and 
west of Canada, excepting the territory (if any) which the Hudson’s Bay Company may 
of right claim. It must not be lost sight of, however, that the great bulk of this terri- 
tory has been acquired by the Crown of Great Britain, through discoveries of its Canadian 
subjects, beyond whatever may be determined to be the westerly boundary of Canada, 
across the Rocky Mountains to the shores of the Pacific, and by the Mackenzie River to 
the Frozen Ocean. The importance of these discoveries in the negotiations pending the 
Treaty of Oregon cannot be forgotten, for it is in virtue of Canadian Discovery and 
Canadian Settlement that the British negotiator was enabled to maintain his position in 
the controversy, and secure a footing for his country on the Pacific. And when, it may 
be asked, did ever the Hudson’s Bay Company afford such an important advantage to 
British interests ? 

Sir Alexander McKenzie’s journey in 1793 across the Rocky Mountains (the first 
ever performed north of Mexico) is thus referred to by the British Plenipotentiary, in 
negotiating the Treaty of Oregon : 

““While Vancouver was prosecuting discovery and exploration by sea, Sir Alexander 
McKenzie, a partner in the North-West Company, crossed the Rocky Mountains, dis- 
covered the head waters of the river since called Frazer’s River, and following for some 
time the course of that river; effected a passage to the sea, being the first civilized man 
who traversed the continent of America from sea to sea in these latitudes. On the return 
of McKenzie to Canada, the North-West Company established trading-posts in the country 
to the westward of the Rocky Mountains.” 

This was the British title to that part of the country, and but for this journey and 
the establishing of these trading-posts, by which were acquired what the same diplomatist 
says ‘may be called beneficial interests in those regions by commercial intercourse,” the 
probability is that Great Britain would now hold no continuous possessions across this 
continent, if she even held any isolated localities on the Pacific, in virtue of her discoveries 
by sea. 

“ Lewis and Clark, Americans, descended the southerly branch of the Columbia River, 
1805, and in 1811, Mr. Thompson, of the North-West Company, came down the main 
branch from the north, whose discovery is thus referred to by the British Plenipo- 
tentiary :— 

“In the year 1811, Thompson, the astronomer of the North-West Company, dis- 
covered the northern head waters of the Columbia, and following its course till joined by 
the rivers previously discovered by Lewis and Clark, he continued his journey to the 
Pacifie.?’ 

And again :— 

“Thompson, of the North-West Company, was the first civilized person who navigated 
the northern, in reality the main branch of the Columbia, or traversed any part of the 
country drained by it.” 

This is the title by which Great Britain has been enabled to retain the main branch 
of the Columbia to its intersection with the 49th parallel of north latitude, and the free 
navigation for her subjects of the whole river from that point to its discharge in the 
Pacific Ocean, as secured by the Treaty of Oregon, 1846. 

With respect to McKenzie’s discoveries to the north, no diplomatic reference thereto 
can be quoted, inasmuch as there has been no disputed title on the part of any foreign 
power to give rise to any controversy on the subject. 

It may fairly be urged, therefore, that these ‘“ Indian Territories,” originally the 
fruits of Canadian enterprise, perseverance and industry, should no longer be shut out 
from the Canadian people, but should in fact be united to Canada as a part of the British 
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dominions which Canadian subjects have had the merit of acquiring and retaining for 
the British Crown. 


Jurisdiction. 


The question of jurisdiction next comes under consideration, and in this, as regards 
the Hudson’s Bay Company, it is apprehended that the actual exercise of it is widely 
different from what existing laws would sanction. 

The mystery with which this Company have managed to shroud their operations in 
the interior renders it difficult to say what they do or what they do not do, but it is 
generally understood that they actually exercise unlimited jurisdiction in every respect, 
civil, criminal, and governmental, and that not only in what has been considered their . 
own territories, but also in the Indian Territories and those parts of Canada not imme- 
diately contiguous to settlement ; all of which existing law positively forbids them to do, 
it need not be said, in Canada, but either in their own territories or in the Indian Ter- 
ritories. 

By the Imperial Statute 43 Geo. III., cap. 138, the jurisdiction over the Indian 
Territories and all “parts of America not within the limits of the Provinces of Lower or 
Upper Canada, or either of them, or within any civil government of the United States of 
America,” is vested in the said Provinces. It is a curious circumstance that the very 
words of this Act, which seem to have been intended to deny all claim to any jurisdiction 
on the part of the Hudson’s Bay Company, should have been taken hold of as the means 
of questioning its reference to them. The preamble of the Act, in giving the reason for 
the enactment, states that offences not committed within the limits of the Canadas or the 
United States, as above, “are therefore not cognisable by any jurisdiction whatever.” 
This, the Company argued, could not mean their territories, because jurisdiction did exist 
there. The Act, they said, could note mean all British America not within the limits of 
the Canadas, for the assertion that no jurisdiction existed was not true of Nova Scotia or 
New Brunswick, and therefore might not be true of Hudson’s Bay. Thus, in fact, it 
appears that the framers of the Act having their minds directed to the North-West, 
where the offences referred to had occurred, forgot to exclude the Provinces lying on the 
opposite side of Canada, on the Atlantic coast, from its operation; and this omission, 
when the war was carried on between the two Companies in the interior, Lord Selkirk 
turned to account to throw doubt on the applicability of the Act to the Company’s Ter- 
ritories. But the assumption that this Act does not affect their pretensions is doubly 
futile ; for, when more closely considered, it either brings their territories within Cana- 
dian jurisdiction or it ignores them altogether, and in either case it contracts the limits 
they claim. If they make good their assertion that it does not affect their territories, 
then it destroys their claim to have their limits extended to the boundaries of Canada. 
The territories referred to in the preamble of the Act are those not within the limits of 
either Lower or Upper Canada, the two Provinces being treated distinctly as regards the 
territories not within their limits. Now, taking Lower Canada in the first instance, it is 
bounded by the Ottawa, and a line due north from the head of Lake Temiscamingue ; 
and the places outside its limits on which the Act would have effect, if not the Company’s 
territories, must certainly be something between those limits and their territories. But 
the question is more important as regards the places outside of Upper Canada. If the 
maps accompanying the “Statement of Rights,” submitted by Sir J. H. Pelly, be correct, 
then the territory affected by the Act is about 1,500 miles distant in its nearest part from 
the most remote point in Canada. In other words, Canada ends at the source of Pigeon 
River, and the Indian Territories begin at the top of the Rocky Mountains, and we are 
required, therefore, to assume that the Imperial Legislature meant to commit the absurdity 
of giving jurisdiction to the courts of Canada over a territory beginning at a distance of 
some fifteen hundred miles from her frontier, while a different British jurisdiction (that 
of the Company) prevailed in the intervening space. But assuming for fact the Company’s 
view of the case, that it did not affect their territories, we find the very purpose for which 
the Act was passed, as expressed in the title, to be, to provide a jurisdiction for certain 
parts of North America adjoining to the said Provinces of Lower and Upper Canada. 
Consequently, if the territory affected by the Act only commences at the summit of the 
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Rocky Mountains, as represented by the map submitted by Sir J. H. Pelly, then as it 
adjoins this Province, Canada must extend to the summit of the Rocky Mountains ; so 
that, on their own showing, the jurisdiction they exercise in the intervening space, at Red 
River, for instance, is out of their own territories, and, therefore, not only without the 
sanction of law, but in violation of a positive enactment. They must thus either ignore 
their own pretensions to the territory between what they call the westerly boundary of 
Canada and easterly boundary of the “Indian Territories,” or they must admit that the 
Act under consideration (which is still unrepealed) applies to their territories, in which 
case their jurisdiction in every part would be in violation of the statute. 

But if there was any doubt on the subject before, it was fully removed by the Act 
1 and 2 Geo. IV., cap. 66, which was passed after all the strife and bloodshed in the 
North-West, and which, after reciting the doubt raised respecting the former Act being 
applicable to the Hudson’s Bay Company’s territories, declares at sec. 5, in the strongest 
and most comprehensive manner, that the said Act and all its clauses shall be construed 
to apply to their territories, anything in “any grant or charter to the Company to the 
contrary notwithstanding.” 

This Act, 1 and 2 Geo. IV., cap. 66, gives jurisdiction, as full and complete as language 
can make it, over all the Indian and Hudson’s Bay Company’s Territories, to the Courts of 
Canada, and it provides for the appointment of Justices of the Peace by the Crown (both 
for the Indian Territories and Hudson’s Bay Company’s Territories), to whom the Cana- 
dian Courts are empowered to issue commissions ‘to take evidence in any cause or suit, 
and return the same, or try such issue, and for that purpose to hold courts,” etc. These 
courts are most distinctly made subordinate to the Courts of Canada, &c., and can, in fact, 
be created by and exist through them only. 

By the 11th and 12th clauses, however, the Crown is empowered to create Courts of 
Record, without the intervention of the Canadian Courts (but without limiting the power 
to be exercised through them), for the trial of small causes and petty offences, the former 
being limited to civil cases not affecting a larger amount than £200, and the latter to cases 
in which the offence does not subject the person committing the same to capital punish- 
ment or transportation. 

By this Act it is repeatedly declared and enacted in the most emphatic manner, that 
its enactments shall have effect “notwithstanding anything contained in any Charter 
granted to the Governor and Company of Adventurers of England trading to Hudson’s 
Bay.” 

It is true the last clause of the Act reserves to the Company, in the most ample 
manner, all rights and privileges they ‘are by law entitled to claim and exercise under 
their Charter.” This, it will be observed, is what the ‘‘Statement of Rights” refers to 
when claiming a “‘ concurrent jurisdiction” with the Canadian Courts. Now, when it is 
observed that the Legislature has refrained from expressing any opinion as to what the 
rights and privileges of the Company really are, and cautiously abstained from recognizing 
any but what they already had ‘by law,” it is difficult to suppose that it was the intention 
of the Act to recognize in them those very powers which it was making the most ample 
provision for the exercise of by a totally different authority in strong and repeatedly 
expressed abnegation of their pretensions. 

It is also to be observed that the previous Act, 43 Geo. III., which denies their juris- 
diction, is still in force, unrestricted in every particular, and not deriving its force from 
the subsequent Statute, which is merely declaratory in that particular of its proper 
construction. 

The question of whether the Company can exercise any legal jurisdiction within their 
own territories—limited to their just extent—loses its importance, however, in face of the 
more serious question of its actual exercise both in Canada and the Indian Territories, and 
that even to the extent of life and death, while the intention of the Imperial Legislature 

in creating a jurisdiction for these territories, reserved all important cases, either civil or 
criminal, for trial by the regularly constituted legal tribunals of an organized community, 
where the Charter of British rights would be held as sacred as the interests of a com- 
mercial Company who assume to be themselves the judges, where (without any reflection 
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upon them collectively or individually) cases must, in the very nature of things, arise in 
which they ought to be the judged. 

It, therefore, becomes of very great moment to ascertain the truth of certain state- 
ments that have been made to the effect that their principal officers at Red River hold 
their commissions from the Crown, and if so, under what form, for what extent of terri- 
tory, and how described. Such commissions might, no doubt, have been issued under the 
Statute 1 and 2 Geo. IV., for the Hudson Bay Company’s Territories and for the Indian 
Territories, for the trial of small causes and offences of a minor nature, as already described, 
without in the least infringing upon or limiting the right of Canada to intervene ; but if 
the British Government has expressly included the Red River country in any such com- 
missions, it can only have been through a misapprehension of boundaries, which is not to 
be wondered at from the policy pursued since the union of the Companies, and the erro- 
neous view of the case they have so constantly disseminated ; and no doubt any such powers, 
if they have been granted, would be withdrawn as soon as the case has been brought fully 
under the consideration of the Imperial authorities. 

In concluding the question of Jurisdiction, it is necessary to observe that the Imperial 
Statutes herein quoted, which vest the jurisdiction in Canada to the shores of the Pacific, 
have been repealed in so far as they relate to Vancouver's Island by the Act 12-13 Vic., 
cap. 48, which re-invests the jurisdiction of Vancouver’s Island in the Imperial Govern- 
ment until the establishment of a Local Legislature, which the Act contemplates. 

At the same time, a Charter was granted to the Hudson’s Bay Company for the 
colonization of the island, conveying a grant of the soil. 

Neither the Act nor the Charter, however, confers any jurisdiction upon the 
Company. 

The Company were required by the terms of the grant to colonize the Island within 
five years, failing which the grant was to become void. It was also stipulated that the 
grant might be recalled at the time of the expiration of their lease for the Indian Terri- 
tories upon payment to the Company of the expenses they might have incurred, the value 
of their establishments, etc. 


General Remarks. 


Before concluding this Report, it is desirable to offer a few general remarks upon the 
subject, which the policy of the Company has kept out of view, and which consequently 
is not generally well understood. 

The Hudson’s Bay Company claim under three separate titles, the first of which is 
the Charter of Charles II., granted in 1670, forever. The second is the lease orginally 
granted in 1821 to them, in conjunction with the North-West Company of Canada, for 
the Indian Territories. The third is their title to Vancouver’s Island, as explained. 
Under the first, they base their claim to government, jurisdiction, and right of soil over 
the whole country watered by rivers falling into Hudson’s Bay ; at least, such is the 
theory, although they have abandoned it south of the present southerly boundary of Canada 
at Rainy Lake, the Lake of the Woods, and along the 49th parallel, to the south of which 
those rivers take their rise. Under the second, they claim exclusive trade from the Rocky 
Mountains west to the Pacific, and from the sources of the McKenzie River to the Frozen 
Ocean. There is no dispute about their title on this head, but their lease expires in two 
years, and it is the renewal of this lease for a further period of twenty-one years which they 
now seek to obtain. 

It will be seen by the question of boundary already treated, that the country about 
Red River and Lake Winnipeg, &c., which they claim under their Charter, absolutely be- 
longs to Canada; and it will be observed that the abstract right, not the value of 
_ the territory, has been dwelt upon, but unfortunately the latter has been as little generally 
understood as the former, the result of the means the Company have taken to conceal it, 
for seldom if ever has the wisdom and foresight of man devised a policy better calculated 
to the end for which it was intended than that adopted since the union of the Companies 
in 1821. 

Before that union, the Canadian Fur Trade gave employment to some thousands of 
men as mere carriers, or “ Voyageurs” as they were termed. 
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In endeavouring to depreciate the national services rendered by the North-West Com- 
pany during the war of 1812, at the capture of Michilimacinac, etc., Lord Selkirk alludes 
to this body of men as forming the “ Voyageurs Corps,” but denies credit to the Company 
for their important services, which he admits “in a great measure secured Canada,” 
because they were not constantly employed by the Company, and effected this service at 
a season of the year when the Company did not require them. Assuming this to be the 
fact, however, had there been then, as now, no such Company and no such trade, there 
would have been no such body of men ready for action in the hour of danger. 

Had the circumstances of the trade continued the same to the present day, settlement 
must have followed the route of such a line of traffic, and the continual intercourse be- 
tween this country and the fertile plains of the “far West” would have placed us as far 
in advance of our American neighbours in the colonization of those countries as we are 
now behind them. 

But the policy of the united Companies has been so admirably carried out in all its 
details, that an erroneous impression respecting the country and everything connected with 
it had gradually got possession of the public mind, and it is wonderful with what tact such 
impressions may sometimes be conveyed without any statement being made contrary to 
truth. The very appellation of “ Hudson’s Bay Territory” as applied, for instance, to 
the Red River country, carries a false impression with it, for the waters of the Mississippi 
and the Red River, the Assiniboine and the Missouri, interlace with each other there, 
and therefore the designation of ‘Gulf of Mexico Territory” would just be as correct. 
But what a different impression it would convey as regards climate. Again, almost every 
mention of the available parts of the Western Territories, which are well known to possess 
a soil and climate adapted in the highest degree for successful settlement, is interwoven 
with some reference to 2ce in some shape or other, which no doubt the Company truly 
encounter in carrying the trade some eight hundred miles due north through Hudson’s Bay. 

An admirable specimen of this kind of policy, by which erroneous impressions may 
be conveyed, is to be found in Sir J. H. Pelly’s letter to Lord Glenelg, of 10th February, 
1837 :— 

‘‘ For many years prior to the conquest of Canada, French subjects had penetrated by 
the St. Lawrence to the frontiers of Rupert's Land ; but no competition had occurred be- 
tween the traders of the two countries within the territories of the Hudson’s Bay Company 
previous to the cession of Canada to Great Britain. 

‘‘Subsequent to that period, the greater capital and activity of British subjects led 
to a competition, first on the frontier parts, then in the interior, and at last to the forma- 
tion of a Company, combining all the individuals at that time engaged in the trade to 
countries bordering on the west of Lake Superior, under the firm of the North-West 
Company of Montreal.” 

This, when dissected, is a significant paragraph. Where are ‘the frontiers of Rupert's 
Land,” if the French, whose forts were all around Lake Winnipeg, had not reached them 
before the cession of Canada to Great Britain? This is an important corroboration of the 
views of the boundary question explained in the present report. 

That “no competition had occurred within the Territories of the Hudson’s Bay Com- 
pany” up to that time may be very true, because the Company had never come up from 
the shores of the Bay, and the French had not gone down—from their places on Lake Win- 
nipeg—to the Bay. The second paragraph above quoted may also be substantially true, 
but yet it is so framed as to convey to the general reader that the competition arose from 
the inhabitants of Canada advancing beyond where they had been before ; whereas it was 
the Hudson’s Bay Company who then came up, for the first time, from the shores of the 
Bay, which led to the competition ‘first on the frontier parts” of Rupert’s Land, ‘then in 
the interior,” on Lake Winnipeg, the Saskatchewan, etc., where the Canadians had long 
enjoyed the trade without competition. 

Such is the system and policy pursued by the Company to exclude from view and 
create erroneous impressions respecting the Western portions of this Province, than which 
there is perhaps no finer country in North America. The same course marks their pro- 
ceedings at the present moment, for no intimation has been given in this country of their 
intention to apply for a renewal of the lease of the Indian Territories, though, exercising 
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the privileges they do in countries subject to the Canadian Government, it would noi have 
been unreasonable to expect a different course. Neither does it appear that they have 
taken any means to inform the inhabitants of those countries whose rights and interests 
are most deeply affected by the action to be taken, that they were to make this early 
application for renewal of their lease. Had it been effected in the quiet manner they 
seem to have desired—a consummation which the thanks of the country are due to the 
Imperial Government for having refused to sanction—they only would have been heard in 
their own case, and the result would have been, alike to the people here and in the more 
remote territories, a surprise. 

Canada has no quarrel with the Hudson’s Bay Company, and desires no harsh mea- 
sures towards them. It would be alike ruinous to them, and injurious to the countries 
over which they hold either legal or illegal sway, to put a sudden stop to their operations ; 
but it is an error to suppose that the governing of those countries is a task of uncommon 
difficulty. The state of anarchy which prevailed in those countries during the warfare of 
the Companies was the result of the strife between them, where there was no sort of 
authority, except what they seemed equally to wield, and not arising from any turbulent 
or ungovernable spirit on the part of the native population. On the contrary, the moment 
a recognized authority stepped in to control both Companies, implicit obedience was at 
once yielded to it throughout those vast territories, and either party would have found 
itself powerless to command followers for any purpose of further aggression. This was 
upon the occasion of the withdrawal of all commissions of the peace, previously. granted 
to the leading people of the two Companies, the appointment of two special Commissioners 
(one of them a member of the Executive Council of Lower Canada), and the issuing of a 
proclamation in the name of the Prince Regent, by authority of a despatch from Earl 
Bathurst, of 6th February, 1817;-requiring the mutual restitution of all the places and 
property captured during the strife, to the party who had originally possessed the same, 
and the entire freedom of the trade to each party, untilfurther adjudicated upon. Gall- 
ing as this restitution must have been in numercus instances, where party feeling, embit- 
tered by the loss of many lives, had reached the highest pitch of excitement, it was 
immediately complied with. 

The proper course to pursue, therefore, would be to lay before the Imperial Govern- 
ment the expediency of annexing the Indian Territories to Canada, showing that by this 
means only can those countries be retained long in the possession of Great Britain. For 
colonized they must and will be ; it is only a question of who shall do it. If we do not, 
the Americans will, and that in spite of anything the Company can do to prevent it. 
That these Territorics are fit fields for settlement it is useless to dispute, for one physical 
fact upsets all theories to the contrary. Where a country is found to sustain animal life 
to such an extent that hundreds of thousands of wild cattle find subsistence there both in 
summer and winter, there man also can find a home and plenty. Nor is the country 
possessing this characteristic confined to a narrow strip along the frontier, but continuing 
to widen to the westward it is found that the climate, even on the east side of the Rocky 
Mountains and at a depth of seven degrees North of the American Boundary, is milder 
than the average of the settled parts of Upper Canada. 

On the west side of the Rocky Mountains the climate is mild to a still higher latitude, 
but Vancouver’s Island, together with the contiguous mainland, is perhaps one of the 
finest countries in the world for colonization. The only drawback is the difficulty of access 
—a difficulty which the present system will never remove, for it looms larger new than it 
did forty or fifty years ago, when the North-West Company of Canada poured a continu- 
ous stream of traffic accross the continent. This Island cannot now, of course, be annexed 
to Canada on the same terms as the other Indian Territories, as the existing Charter under 
which the Island is held (a different and distinct thing, be it remembered, from either the 
old Charter or the expiring Lease) entitles the Hudson’s Bay Company to payment of 
the value of their establishments if the grant be rescinded, which Canada would natural] y 
be expected to pay if the Island were conceded to her, and it might be well to see now 
upon what terms this could be done, because it seems that if it be not done at the expira- 
tion of the Lease of the “ Indian Territories,” it could not be done afterwards, unless indeed 
the Company have failed to fulfil the conditions required within the first five years. 
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Twelve years ago the United States had no communication with their territories on 
the Pacific except by sea ; and during the Oregon negotiations, when proposing strenuous 
measures upon the subject, the President, in his message to Congress, 2nd December, 1845, 
says :— 

H “An overland mail is believed to be entirely practicable ; and the importance of 
establishing such a mail at least once a month, is submitted to the favourable consideration 
of Congress.” 

How different the circumstances now, and how “ entirely practicable” it has proved, 
need not be dwelt upon, but it must be remarked that at no other point north of the Gulf 
of Mexico are the facilities for communication across the continent anything like equal to 
what they are through Canada, there being good navigation three-fourths, if not more, of 
the whole distance : first to the head of Lake Superior, from whence the navigation is 
broken to Lake Winnipeg (though about 150 miles of this distance is navigable); then 
through that Lake to the Saskatchewan, on which there are obstructions in the lower 
part near the Lake, from whence the navigation is unimpeded to the very base of the 
Rocky Mountains. 

It would be very desirable, therefore, and quite practicable, if the British Govern- 
ment will consent, to annex the Indian Territories, extending to the Pacific, and Vancou- 
ver’s (sland, to Canada, to establish during summer a monthly communication across the 
continent. It is of incalculable importance that these measures should be most forcibly 
pressed upon the Imperial Government at the present juncture, for on their solution de- 
pends the question of whether this country shall ultimately become a Petty State, or one 
of the Great Powers of the earth ; and not only that, but whether or not there shall bea 
counterpoise favourable to British interests and modelled upon British institutions to 
counteract the prepondering influence—if not the absolute dominion—to which our great 
neighbour, the United States, must otherwise attain upon this continent. 

No reference has been here made to the controversy between the Company and those 
who accuse them of exercising a pernicious influence over the Indian population, nor is it 
necessary to enter into the subject further than to point out the erroneous impression the 
Company strive to inculcate, to the effect that they are necessary to the Indians. It may 
well be that the state of things is better.under them than it was when the two powerful 
Companies were in hostile array against each other; and it may be that their affairs are 
-as well conducted, with reference to their effect upon the native population, as could well 
be expected of a Commercial Company having the primary question of profit and loss as 
the object of their association. But the question really comes to be, whether those coun- 
tries shall be kept an statu quo till the tide of population bursts in upon them, over an 
imaginary line, from a country where it has been the rule that the Indian must be driven 
from the lands the white man covets ; or be opened up under the influence of the Canadian 
Government, which has always evinced the greatest sympathy towards the Indian race, 
and has protected them in the enjoyment of their rights and properties, not only in their 
remote hunting grounds, but in the midst of thickly-peopled districts of the country. 


JOSEPH CAUCHON, 
Commissioner of Orown Lands. 
Crown Lanps DrreartTMEnT, 
Toronto, 1857. 


Cuier Justice DRAPER To THE COLONIAL SECRETARY. * 


33 Spring GARDENS, 
6th May, 1857. 


S1r,—In the last interview with which you favoured me, I took occasion to advert 
to the question of boundary between Canada and the Hudson’s Bay Territory as one which 
required to be settled as a necessary preliminary to many other very important inquiries 


* Report Select Committee, House of Commons (England), on the Hudson’s Bay Company, 1857, p. 374. 
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involved in the matters submitted to a Committee of the last House of Commons, and, 
as I understood, to be again submitted to the new Parliament. 

I alluded to the difference between the views of the Hudson’s Bay Company, as 
expressed in former times, and those which are now, and have been within the last forty 
years, advanced by them on this point; and I stated my readiness to submit a memo- 
randum to you in relation thereto, which you were pleased to signify your readiness to receive 
and consider. That memorandum I have now the honour to enclose. 

As the construction of the language of the Charter, and the extent of the territory 
purported to be granted, are involved, it may be considered desirable that the matter 
should be referred to the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council. In this event, I 
venture to request that counsel on the part of the Province may be permitted to attend 
to watch the argument, and, if it be deemed necessary, that they may be heard in sup- 
port of those views which more immediately affect the interests of Canada. 

I have suggested a reference to the Judicial Committee because I think its opinion 
would command the ready acquiescence of the inhabitants of Canada as to their legal 
rights, and because I believe they entertain a very strong opinion that a considerable 
portion of the territory occupied or claimed by the Hudson’s Bay Company will be found 
to lie within the proper limits of that Province. 

Whether it would be desirable to sever this from the more general question of the 
legality and validity of the Charter, is a matter I should desire to leave for your consid- 
eration, but in any event I think it expedient that counsel should be permitted to attend 
to watch the interests of the Province. 


I have, etc., 


Wma. H. Draper. 
The Right Hon, H. Labouchere. 


MemornaNnDUM FROM CHIEF JUSTICE Draper, AGENT OF THE Province or CANADA, 
ENCLOSED IN LETTER TO THE COLONIAL SEcRETARY, May 6r7uH, 1857.* 


It is not proposed at present to discuss the validity of the Charter of the Hudson’s 
Bay Company. A careful perusal of it will suggest many doubts whether it be not 
altogether void. But assuming that it may be sustainable for every or for any of the 
purposes for which it was intended, and for the moment conceding that the indefinite 
description of the territory purporting to be granted does not vitiate the grant, there is 
a question as to the limits of that territory in which the Province of Canada is deeply 
interested. 

The parts of the Charter bearing on this question are as follows :— 

1.—‘* All the lands and territories upon the countries, coasts, and confines of the 
seas, bays, lakes, rivers, creeks, and sounds aforesaid ” (stated in the preceding part to be 
those which lie within the entrance of the straits, commonly called Hudson’s Straits, in 
whatsoever latitude such bays, etc., should be), “that are not already actually possessed 
by or granted to any of our subjects, or possessed by the subjects of any other Christian 
prince or state, with the fishing of all sorts of fish, whales, sturgeons, and all other 
royal fishes in the seas, bays, inlets, and rivers within the premises ; and the fish therein 
taken, together with the royalty of the sea upon the coasts within the limits aforesaid, 
and all mines royal, as well discovered as not Ciscovered, of gold, silver, gems, and pre- 
cious stones, to be found or discovered within the territories, limits, and places aforesaid ; 
and that the said land be from henceforth reckoned and reputed as one of our plantations 
or colonies in America, called Rupert’s Land: And, further, we do by these presents, for 
us, our heirs and successors, make, create, and constitute the said Governor and Company 
for the time being, and their successors, the true and absolute lords and proprietors of 
the same territory, limits, and places aforesaid, and of all other the premises hereby 
granted as aforesaid, with their and every of their rights, members, jurisdictions, preroga- 


* Report Select Committee, House of Commons, Eng., on the Hudson’s Bay Company, 1857, p. 374. 
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tives, royalties, and appurtenances whatsoever, to them, the said Governor and Company, 
and their successors forever, to be holden of us, our heirs and successors, as of our 
Manor of East Greenwich, in our county of Kent, in free and common soccage.”’ 

And, 2.—“ And furthermore, we do grant unto the said Governor and Company, 
-and their successors, that they and their successors, and their factors, servants, and 
agents, for them and on their behalf, and not otherwise, shall forever hereafter have, use 
-and enjoy, not only the whole, entire and only trade and traffic, and the whole, entire 
and only liberty, use and privilege of trading and trafiicking to and from the territory, 
limits and places aforesaid, but also the whole and entire trade and traffic to and from all 
havens, bays, creeks, rivers, lakes, and seas into which they shall find entrance or pas- 
‘sage, by water or land, out of the territories, limits or places aforesaid, and to and with 
all the natives and people inhabiting within the territories, limits and places aforesaid, 
and to and with all other nations inhabiting any of the coasts adjacent to the said terri- 
tories, limits and places, which are not granted to any of our subjects.” 

Prior to this Charter, there was little or nothing done within Hudson’s Bay in the 
way of taking any actual possession of the territory granted. The bay had been dis- 
covered, several ships from time to time had entered it, and probably some interchange 
of commodities with the Indians had taken place while the vessels remained within the 
‘Straits ; but nothing whatever was known of the interior. Charles the Second claimed— 
for it was no more than a claim—all the territory which the discovery of the Straits and 
Bay could confer on the British Crown. The French Crown in like manner had claimed, 
‘by reason of their actual settlement of Canada, and of their progressive discoveries and 
trade, not only all the western territory, including that now in dispute, but even the Bay 
of the North, and thence to the Pole; but neither French nor English had, in 1670, 
-actually penetrated, so far as appears, within many hundred miles of the Red River.* 

The settlements made by the Hudson’s Bay Company were at first confined to those 
on the shores of James’ Bay, and at the Churchill and Hayes Rivers. Henley House, 
which is about 150 miles up the Albany River, was not erected before the year 1740. 
The Company afterwards erected Fort Nelson, which is laid down on the maps at about 
200 or 230 miles from the mouth of Churchill River, and the fort at Split Lake, which is 
represented as about 140 miles from the mouth of the Nelson River. It is believed that 
these two last-named forts are of comparatively modern erection, but that, at all events, 
for more than a century after the date of the Charter, these, together with the forts on 
or near the shores of the Bay, were the only settled posts of the Hudson’s Bay 
Company. 

This throws some light upon the view which the Company practically adopted, of 
the extent of their territories. 

In many written documents they treat Hudson’s Straits and Bay as the governing 
and principal matter, in reference to or for the purpose of securing which the grant of 
territory was made to them. 

In a petition addressed by the Hudson’s Bay Company to Charles the Second, in 
1682, they say that his Majesty was graciously pleased to incorporate them, and to grant 
‘to them forever all the said Bay, and the Straits leading thereunto, called Hudson’s 
‘Straits, with all the lands and territories, rivers and islands in and about the said Bay, 
-and the sole trade and commerce there ; and, referring to a letter of Monsieur de la Barre, 
the Governor of Canada, threatening to drive them out, they observe, they doubt not but 
that, by the King’s Royal authority and protection, they will be enabled to defend his 
undoubted right and their own within the Bay, “wherein never any nation but the sub- 
_jects of your Imperial Crown has made discoveries or had any commerce.” 

In a letter dated January 25, 1696-7, they urge, “whenever there be a treaty of 
peace between the Crowns of England and France, that the French may not travel or 
-drive any trade beyond the midway betwixt Canada and Albany Fort, which we reckon 
to be within the bounds of our Charter.” 

In 1698, in a letter written by their Deputy-Governor to the Lords Commissioners 
of Trade, they repeat the same desire. 
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In a memorial, dated in June, 1699, they represent the Charter as constituting them 
the true and absolute proprietors of Hudson’s Bay, and of all the territories, limits and 
places thereto belonging. They further set forth the attacks made in 1682 and 1686 by 
the French from Canada, and their applications for redress, and the declaration made by 
James the Second that he, upon the whole matter, did conceive the said Company well- 
founded in their demands, and therefore did insist upon his own right and the right of 
his subjects to the whole Bay and Straits of Hudson, and to the sole trade thereof; and 
they pray the then King, William the Third, to insist upon the inherent right of the 
Crown of England and the property of his subjects not to be alienated, that so consider- 
able a trade might not be lost, and the Hudson’s Bay Company “be left the only 
mourners” in the peace of Ryswick. 

At this time all their forts but one (Albany Fort) had been taken by the French ; 
some of them, indeed, while the two Crowns were at peace ; an act of aggression specially 
referred to by His Majesty in the declaration of war in 1689. 

In January, 1700, being called upon by the Lords of Trade and Plantations, they 
offered proposals for limits between them and the French in Hudson’s Bay, insisting at 
the same time upon their undoubted right ‘to the whole Bay and Streights of Hudson.” 
The proposed limits were to confine the French from trading or building any house, 
factory, or fort to the northward of Albany River, situate in about 53° of north latitude 
on the west main or coast, or to the northward of Rupert’s River on the east main or coast 
of the Bay, binding themselves not to trade or build any house, factory, or fort to the 
southward of these two rivers “on any ground belonging to the Hudson’s Bay Com- 
pany.” They urged that these limits should be settled ; stating, that if the French re- 
fused, they must insist upon their prior and undoubted right to the whole Bay and 
Straits of Hudson, which, they observed, the French never yet would strictly dispute or 
suffer to be examined into, though the first step of the eighth article of the Treaty of 
Ryswick directs the doing of it. These limits would have given the French access to 
the Bay by the Moose River. 

The French Ambassador did, however, in March 1698-9, set forth the claims of his 
Sovereign in a long answer to the English memorial, among other things observing that. 
the different authors who have written about Canada or New France gave it no limits 
northwards, and that it appeared by all the grants or letters of corporation made at 
several times by the Kings of France to the companies settled in New France, and par- 
ticularly in 1628, that all the Bay of the North is comprehended in the limits 
mentioned by the said grants.* 

He also further suggested, that if the English had had any knowledge of the Bay, 
or any claim thereto, they would not have failed to have insisted on it, and expressly to 
mention it in the Treaty of 1632 (that of St. Germain-en-Laye), when they restored to 
the French New France. Admitting that the French neither then nor for a long time 
afterwards had any forts on the coasts of the Bay, he explains it by saying, that being 
masters of the inland country, the savages, with whom they had a continual trade, 
brought their furs over lakes and rivers. 

In April, 1714, the Hudson’s Bay Company thank the Queen “for the great care 
your Majesty has taken for them by the Treaty of Utrecht, whereby the French are 
obliged to restore the whole Bay and Streights of Hudson ; the undoubted right of the 
Crown of Great Britain.” 

In August, 1714, in reference to the same treaty, the Hudson’s Bay Company pro- 
posed that the limits between the English and French on the coast of Labrador 
should commence from the island called Grimington’s Island, or Cape Perdrix, in the 
latitude of 534° N., which they desire may be the boundary between the French and 
English on the coast of Labrador; and that a line be drawn south-westerly, to pass 
through the centre of Lake Mistassinnie ; and from that lake a line to run south-west- 


%* L’Escarbot describes Canada at the period of the appointment of De la Roche, in 1598, {thus: 
‘© Ainsi notre Nouvelle France a pour limites du cété d’ouest les terres jusqu’ & la Mer Pacifique au dela du 
Tropique du Cancer, au midi les iles de la Mer Atlantique du cété de Cuba Vile Kspagnole, au levant la 
Mer du Nord qui baigne la Nouvelle France; et au septentrion cette qui est dite inconnue vers la Mer 
Glacée jusqu’ 4la Pole Arctique.” 
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ward into 49° north latitude ; and that such latitude be the limit, that the French do 
not come to the north nor the English to the south of it, 

In another paper of about the same period, they give the following account of the 

‘motives which induced the formation of the Company: ‘It was, therefore, after the 
happy restoration of King Charles IT. that trade and commerce began to revive, and in 
particular that some noblemen and other public-spirited Englishmen, not unmindful of 
the discovery and right of the Crown to those parts of America, designed at their own 
charge to adventure the establishing of a regular and constant trade to Hudson’s Bay, 
and to settle forts and factories there, whereby to invite the Indian nations (who lived 
like savages many hundred leagues up in the country) down to their factories,” 

In August, 1719, the Hudson’s Bay Company acknowledges the surrender by the 
French of the Straits and Bay, in such a manner that they had nothing to object or 
desire further on that head. But they urged the settlement of the limits between the 
English and French territories without delay, since the French, subsequently to the con- 
clusion of the peace (in 1715), made a settlement at the head of Albany River, upon 
which the Company’s principal factory was settled, whereby they interrupted the Indian 
trade from coming to the Company’s factories. It was therefore proposed and desired, 
‘that a boundary or dividend line may .be drawn so as to exclude the French from 
coming anywhere to the northward of the latitude of 49°, except on the coast of 
Labrador ; unless this be done, the Company’s factories at the bottom of Hudson’s Bay 
cannot be secure, or their trade preserved.” 

In all the foregoing documents it will be observed, that whether upon the peace of 
Ryswick, when English affairs looked gloomy, and those of France were in the ascendant, 
or after the Treaty of Utrecht, when the power of France was broken, the Hudson’s Bay 
Company sought to have the boundary between the territories they claimed and those 
forming part of Canada, settled by some defined and positive line which was to be the 
result of negotiation, not then pretending that there was anything in their Charter which 
gave them a rule by which they could insist that the extent of their territories to the 
southward should be ascertained. 

Even in October, 1750, they entertained the same views, while at that time they 
were pushing their pretensions, both to the northward and westward, to the utmost limits. 
They state that the limits of the lands and countries lying round the Bay, comprised, ag 
they conceived, within their grant, were as follows: All the lands lying on the east side 
or coast of the said Bay, eastward to the Atlantic Ocean and Davis’ Straits, and the line 
hereafter mentioned as the east and the south-eastward boundaries of the said Company’s 
territories, and towards the north, all the lands that lie “on the north end or on the 
north side, or coast, of the said Bay, and extending from the Bay northwards to the 
utmost limits of the lands there towards the North Pole ; but where or how these lands 
terminate is at present unknown. And towards the west, all the lands that lie on the 
west side or coast of the said Bay, and extending from the Bay westward to the utmost 
limits of those lands ; but where or how those lands terminate to the westward is also 
unknown, though probably it will be found they terminate on the Great South Sea. 
And towards the South all the lands that lie on the south end, or south side of the coast 
of the said Bay, the extent of which lands to the south to be limited and divided from 
the places appertaining to the French in those parts, by a line,” etc., describing the line 
from Cape Perdrix to the 49th parallel, and along that parallel westward, as in their 
proposals of August, 1719, excepting that they state the starting point to be in latitude 
594° N. They add, with regard to this boundary, that “to avoid as much as possible any 
just grounds for differing with the French in agreeing on those boundaries which lie 
nearest their settlements, it is laid down so as to leave the French in possession of as much 
or more land than they can make any just pretensions to, and at the same time leaves 
your memorialists but a very small district of land from the south end of the said Bay 
necessary for a frontier.” It is worthy of remark that this line would have given to 
France the southerly portion of the Lake of the Woods, Rainy River and Rainy Lake, 
which are now claimed as within the Company’s territories. 

The foregoing extracts are deemed sufficient to establish what the Company con- 
sidered their territorial rights in reference to their connection with and proximity to Hud- 


« 
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son’s Bay itself, where they had planted their factories, and desired to attract the Indian 
trade. They certainly show that neither after the Treaty of Ryswick, nor that of Utrecht, 
when they stated the boundaries, they were either willing to submit to, or were desirous 
of obtaining, nor yet in 1750, when they set forth what they thought themselves entitled 
to claim under their Charter, did they ever think of asserting a right to all the countries 
the waters of which flow into Hudson’s Bay. Their claims to lands lying both northward 
and westward of the Bay are entirely at variance with any such idea. Sir J. Pelly, 
before a Committee of the House of Commons, in March, 1837, seems to have adhered to 
the views expressed in 1750, when he said “the power of the Company extends all the 
way from the boundaries of Upper and Lower Canada away to the North Pole, as far as 
the land goes, and from the Labrador coast all the way to the Pacific Ocean,” though he 
afterwards explains that the Company claimed in fee-simple all the lands the waters from 
which ran into the Hudson’s Bay. 

It is submitted, that if this latter claim were well founded, the further grant in the 
Charter of exclusive trade beyond the limits of the territories granted in fee-simple would 
give colour to the assertion of the “power” of the Company extending to the Pacific ; 
assuming that the word “ power” was used to designate the exclusive right of trade, and 
not the ownership of the territory. For if the Charter gives the fee-simple of the lands 
to the Rocky Mountains the Pacific is a “Sea,” and Fraser’s and McKenzie’s are “rivers,” 
in which “ entry or passage by water or land out of the territories ” actually granted may 
be found ; though in such case the application for a license for the exclusive trade would, 
if the Charter be in this respect valid, have been unnecessary. 

The French Government, it appears, would not agree to the proposal which would 
have limited them to the 49th parallel. Colonel Bladen, one of the British Commis- 
sioners under the Treaty of Utrecht, wrote from Paris in 1719 in reference thereto: “I 
already see some difficulty in the execution of this affair, there being at least the differ- 
ence of two degrees between the last French maps and that which the Company delivered 
us.” No settlement of the boundary could be arrived at. 

If the later claim of territorial limits had been advanced during this negotiation, 
there can be no doubtit would have been resisted even more strenuously than the effort 
to make the 49th parallel the boundary was, not merely by contending that the territory 
so claimed formed part of Canada, and had been treated as such by the French long 
before 1670, but also that the French King had exercised an act of disposition of them, of 
the same nature as that under which the Hudson’s Bay Company claim, by making them 
the subject of a Charter toa Company under the Sieur de Caen’s name, and after the 
dissolution of that Company had, in 1627, organized a new Company, to which he conceded 
the entire country called Canada. And this was before the Treaty of St. Germain-en- 
Laye, by which the English restored Canada to the French. In 1663, this Company sur- 
rendered their Charter, and the King, by an edict of March in that year, established a 
Council for administration of affairs in the colony, and nominated a Governor ; and about 
1665, Monsieur Talon, the Intendant of Canada, despatched parties to penetrate into and 
explore the country to the west and north-west, and in 1671 he reported from Quebec that 
the ‘Sieur de Lusson is returned, after having advanced as far as 500 leagues from here, 
and planted the cross, and set up the King’s arms in presence of seventeen Indian nations 
assembled on the occasion from all parts, all of whom voluntarily submitted themselves to 
the dominion of His Majesty, whom alone they regard as their sovereign protector.” 

The French kept continually advancing forts and trading posts in the country, which 
they claimed to be part of Canada ; not merely up the Saguenay River towards James’ 
Bay, but towards and into the territory now in question, in parts and places to which the 
Hudson’s Bay Company had not penetrated when Canada was ceded to Great Britain in 
17638, nor for many years afterwards.* They had posts at Lake St. Anne, called by the 
older geographers Alenimipigon ; at the Lake of the Woods ; Lake Winnipeg ; and two, 


“In the evidence given by the Honourable William M‘Gillivray, on one of the North-West trials at 
York (now Toronto), in 1818, he stated that there were no Hudson Bay traders established in the Indian 
country about Lake Winnipeg or the Red River for eight or nine years after he had been used (as a partner 
in the North-West Company) to trade in that eountry. 
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it is believed, on the Saskatchewan, which are referred to by Sir Alexander McKenzie in 
his account of his discoveries. * 

Enough, it is hoped, has been stated to show that the limits of the Hudson’s Bay 
Company’s territory are as open to question now as they have ever been, and that when 
called upon to define them in the last century, they did not advance the claim now set up 
by them ; and that even when they were defining the boundary which they desired to 
obtain under the Treaty of Utrecht, at a period most favourable for them, they designated 
one inconsistent with their present pretensions, and which, if it had been accepted by 
France, would have left no trifling portion of the territory as part of the Province of 
Canada. 

So far as has been ascertained, the claim to all the country the waters of which ran 
into Hudson’s Bay, was not advanced until the time that-the Company took the opinions 
of the late Sir Samuel Romilly, Messrs. Cruise, Holroyd, Scarlett, and Bell. Without 
presuming in the slightest degree to question the high authority of the eminent men 
above named, it may be observed that Sir Arthur Piggott, Sergeant Spankie, Sir Vicary 
Gibbs, Mr. Bearcroft, and Mr. (now Lord) Brougham, took a widely different view of the 
legal validity of the Charter, as well as regards the indefinite nature of the territorial grant, 
as in other important particulars. 

Of the very serious bearing of this question on the interests of Canada there can be 
no doubt. By the Act of 1774, the Province of Quebec is to “extend westward to the 
banks of the Mississippi, and northward to the southern boundary of the territory granted 
to the Merchants Adventurers of England, trading to Hudson’s Bay.” 

And in the division of the Provinces under the statute of 1791, the line was declared 
to run due north from Lake Temiscaming ‘to the boundary line of Hudson’s Bay ;” and 
the Upper Province is declared to consist of or include all that part of Canada lying “ to 
the westward and southward of the said line.” 

The union of the Provinces has given to Canada the boundaries which the two sepa- 
rate Provinces of Upper and Lower Canada had; the northern boundary being the 
territory granted to the Hudson’s Bay Company.t 

It is now becoming of infinite importance to the Province of Canada to know 
accurately where that boundary is. Plans for internal communication connected with 
schemes for agricultural settlements, and for opening new fields for commercial enter- 
prises, are all more or less dependent upon or affected by this question, and it is to Her 
Majesty’s Government alone that the people of Canada can look for a solution of it. 
The rights of the Hudson’s Bay Company, whatever they may be, are derived from the 
Crown ; the Province of Canada has its boundaries assigned by the same authority ; and 
now that it appears to be indispensable that those boundaries should be settled, and the 
true limits of Canada ascertained, it is to Her Majesty’s Government that the Province 
appeals to take such steps as in its wisdom are deemed fitting or necessary to have this 
important question set at rest. 


Paper RELATIVE TO CANADIAN BOUNDARIES, DELIVERED BY CHIEF JUSTICE DRAPER TO 
THE Housg or Commons CommiTtTex, May 287TH, 1857. 


On the 25th January, 1696-7, not long before the Treaty of Ryswick (which was 
signed on the 20th September, 1697), the Hudson’s Bay Company expressed their ‘ de- 
sire that whenever there should be a treaty of peace between the Crowns of England and 
France, that the French may not travel or drive any trade beyond the midway betwixt 
Canada and Albany Fort, which we reckon to be within the bounds of our Charter.” 


* [We have now authentic record of their having had at least four posts on the Saskatchewan, of which 
one at its source. They had also posts on Rainy Lake; on the Red River ; on a branch of the Assiniboine ; 
and on Lake Dauphin.—G. E. L.] 

+ [Since this was written evidence has been obtained establishing the shore line of Hudson’s Bay as 
the northern boundary of Upper Canada.—G. E. L.] 


+ Report Select Committee House of Commons (Eng.) on the Hudson’s Bay Company, 1857, p. 378. 
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The 8th Article of the Treaty of Ryswick shows that the French at that time set 
up a claim of right to Hudson’s Bay, though that claim was abandoned at the peace of 
Utrecht,* and was never set up afterwards. 

In 1687, James the Second declared to the French Commissioners, MM. Barillon 
and Bonrepos, that having maturely considered his own right, and the right of his sub- 
jects, to the whole Bay and Straits of Hudson, and having been also informed of the 
reasons alleged on the part of the French to justify their late proceedings in seizing those 
forts (Fort Nelson and Fort Charles),{ which for many years past have been possessed by 
the English, and in committing several other acts of hostility, to the very great damage 
of the English Company of Hudson’s Bay, His Majesty, upon the whole matter, did 
consider the said Company well founded in their demands, and, therefore, did insist upon 
his own right and the right of his subjects to the whole Bay and Straits of Hudson, and 
to the sole trade thereof.” 

“The grants of the French King signify nothing to another prince his right, and 
they may name what they will in their grants, places, known or unknown, but nobody is 
so weak as to think that anything passeth by those grants but what the King is right- 
fully and truly possessed of or entitled to, for nemo dat quod non habet is a maxim 
understood of all; but whereas the French would have no bounds to Canada to the 
northward, nor, indeed, to any parts of their dominions in the world if they could.”— 
Extract from the Reply of the Hudson’s Bay Company to the French Answer left with 
the English Commissioners, 5th June, 1699, under Treaty of Ryswick. 

In 1687 there were discussions between the English and French respecting the right 
to the Bay and Straits, in which it was, among other things, submitted on the part of 
the Hudson’s Bay Company as follows: “It shall not be the fault of the Company of 
Hudson’s Bay, if their agents and those of the Company of Canada do not keep within 
their respective bounds, the one pretending only to the trade of the Bay and Straits 
abovementioned, whilst the other keeps to that of Canada ; that the forts, habitations, 
factories and establishments of the English Company be restored, and their limits made 
good, as the first discoverers, possessors and traders thither.” 

The Company having already waived the establishment of a right to Hudson’s Bay 
and Straits “from the mere grant and concessions of the King, which, indeed, cannot 
operate to the prejudice of others that have the right of discovery and continued possession 
on their side, it is again averred that His Majesty’s subjects only are possessed of such a 
right to the coasts, bays, and straits of Hudson. 

“The Hudson’s Bay Company having made out His Majesty’s right and title to all 
the bay within Hudson’s Straits, with the rivers, lakes and creeks therein, and the lands 
and territories thereto adjoining, in which is comprehended Port Nelson as part of the 
whole.” 

10th July, 1700,—the Hudson’s Bay Company proposed the following limits 
between themselves and the French, in case of an exchange of places, “and that they can- 
not obtain the whole of the Straits and Bay which of right belongs to them.” 

1. That the French be limited not to trade nor build any factory, etc., beyond the 
bounds of 53° N. or Albany River, to the northward, on the west main or coast, and, 
beyond Rupert’s River, to the northward on the east main or coast. 

2. The English shall be obliged not to trade nor build any factory, etc., beyond the 
aforesaid latitude of 53° N. or Albany River, or beyond Rupert’s River, south-east towards 
Canada, on any land which belongs to the Hudson’s Bay Company. 

3. As likewise that neither the French nor English shall at any time hereafter 
extend their bounds contrary to the aforesaid limitations, . . . which the F rench may 
very reasonably comply with, for that they by such limitations will have all the country 
south-eastward betwixt Albany Fort and Canada to themselves, which is not only the 
best and most fertile part, but also a much larger tract of land than can be supposed to 


* [They still maintained their original right to the Bay as having been within the limits of Canada, but 
were compelled to cede it as a result of the reverses they had suffered in the wars of Europe.—G. E. L.] 


+ [This should read, ‘in seizing three forts (Albany Fort, Moose Fort, and Fort Charles or Rupert).” 
See the Company’s memorial to Queen Anne of 1711.—G. E. i] 
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lie to the northward, and the Company deprived of that which was always their undoubted 
right. 

By this document it appears the French were insisting on having the limits settled 
between York and Albany Fort, as in the latitude of 55° or thereabouts. 

22nd January, 1701-2, the Lords of Trade and Plantations asked the Company to say 
‘‘ whether, in case the French cannot be prevailed with to consent to the settlement pro- 
posed on the 10th July preceding by the Company, they will not consent that the limits 
on the east side of the Bay be the latitude of 524°.” This proposal would have given the 
East Main River and Rupert’s River to Canada. 

On the 29th January, the Hudson’s Bay Company alter their proposals, offering the 
boundary on the east main or coast, to be Hudson’s River, vulgarly called Canute, or 
Canuse River (which I take to be the river now marked on the maps as the East Main 
River) ; but, they add, should the French refuse the limits now proposed by the Company, 
the Company think themselves not bound by this or any former concession of the like 
nature, but must (as they have always done) insist upon their prior and undoubted right to 
the whole Bay and Straits of Hudson, which the French never yet would strictly dispute, 
or suffer to be examined into (as knowing the weakness of their claim), though the first 
step in the 8th Article of the Treaty of Ryswick directs the doing of it. If either pro- 
posal had been accepted, the French would have had access to James’ Bay. The first pro- 
position left them Moose River ; the second appears to have given up Rupert’s River. 

In February, 1711-12, prior to the Treaty of Utrecht, the Hudson’s Bay Company 
proposed that the limits between them and the French in Canada should begin “at Grim- 
mington’s Island, or Cape Perdrix, in the latitude of 584° north, which they desire may 
be the boundary between the English and French, on the coast of Labrador, towards 
Rupert’s Land, on the East Main, and Nova Britannia on the French River.” That a 
line be drawn from Cape Perdrix to the Great Lake Mistassing, dividing the same into 
two parts, beyond which line the French were not to pass to the north, nor the English 
to the south. 

In August, 1714, they renewed their application for the settlement of the limits, 
adding to their former proposition, that from the Lake Mistassing a line should run 
south-westward into 49° north latitude, and that such latitude be the limit, and that the 
French do not come to the north, or the English to the south of the boundary. 

In August, 1719, in a memorial, they say that “the surrender of the Straits and 
Bay aforesaid has been made according to the tenure of the Treaty, at least in such man- 
ner that the Company acquiesced therein, and have nothing to object or desire further on 
that head.” But they even then complained that since the conclusion of the peace, via., 
in 1715, “the French had made a settlement at the head of Albany River, upon which 
very river our principal factory is settled, whereby they intercept the Indian trade from 
coming to the factories ; and will, in time, utterly ruin the trade, if not prevented. It is 
therefore proposed and desired, that a boundary or dividend line may be drawn so as 
to exclude the French from coming anywhere to the northward of the latitude of 49°, 
except on the coast of Labrador ; unless this is done, the Company’s factories at the bottom 
of Hudson’s Bay cannot be secure, or their trade preserved.” This shows that the Com- 
pany there sought to establish an arbitrary boundary, and that the object of it was to 
secure the fur trade from the French. 

The English Commissioners made the demand to have limits established according to 
the prayer of the Hudson’s Bay Company, and for the giving up the new fort erected by 
the French ; adding a demand that the French should make no establishments on any of 
the rivers which discharged themselves into Hudson’s Bay ; and that the entire course of 
the navigation of these rivers should be left free to the Company, and to such of the 
Indians as desired to trade with them. 

The precise terms of the instructions to the Commissioners hardly seem to have con- 
templated the latter part of the demand, for they (the instructions of 3rd September, 1719) 
merely designate the boundaries beyond which the French and English respectively are 
not to cross. They contain this passage, however: “ But you are to take especial care in 
wording such articles as shall be agreed upon with the Commissioners of His Most Chris- 
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tian Majesty upon this head, that the said boundaries be understood to regard the tradé of" 
the Hudson’s Bay Company only.” 

Colonel Bladen, on the 7th November, 1719, wrote to the Lords of Trade that the: 
English Commissioners would that day deliver in the demand, and that he foresaw 
“some difficulty in the execution of this affair, there being at least the difference of two 
degrees between the last French maps and that which tho Company delivered us, as your: 
Lordship will perceive by the carte I send you herewith,” 

Colonel Bladen was right. After receiving the English demands, the French Com- 
missioners, the Maréchal d’Estrées and the Abbé Dubois, never met the English Commis- 
sioners again, and all the instances of the English Ambassadors failed to procure a renewal. 
of the conferences. 

The Company were again called upon, on the 25th J uly, 1750, to lay before the Lords of: 
Trade an account of the limits and boundaries of the territory granted to them. They 
replied, among other things, that the said Straits and Bay “are now so well known, that 
it is apprehended they stand in no need of any particular description than by the chart or 
map herewith delivered ; and the limits or boundaries of the lands and countries lying- 
round the same, comprised, as your memorialists conceive, in the same grant, are as fol- 
lows, that is to say : all the lands lying on the east side or coast of the said Bay, and 
extending from the Bay easward to the Atlantic Ocean and Davis’ Strait, and the line here- 
after mentioned as the east and south-eastern boundaries of the said Company’s territories; 
and towards the north, all the lands that lie at the north end, or on the north side or 
coast of the said Bay, and extending from the Bay northwards to the utmost limits of the 
lands ; then towards the North Pole ; but where or how these lands terminate is hitherto 
unknown. And towards the west, all the lands that lie on the west side or coast of the 
said Bay, and extending from the said Bay westward to the utmost limits of those lands ; 
but where or how these lands terminate to the westward is also unknown, though pro- 
bably it will be found they terminate on the Great South Sea, and towards the south,” 
they propose the line already set out by them, before and soon after the Treaty of Utrecht 
stating that the Commissioners under that treaty were never able to bring the settlement 
of the said limits to a final conclusion ; but they urged that the limits of the territories. 
granted to them, and of the places appertaining to the French, should be settled upon the: 
footing above mentioned. 


Evipence or Mr. Winurase McD. DAWSON, BEFORE CoMMITTEE OF THE LEGISLATIVE: 
ASSEMBLY oF Canapa, 8TH J UNE, 1857.* 


I am the head of the Woods and Forests Branch of the Crown Land Department, 
and reside in Toronto; I never had any difficulty or quarrel with any one connected with 


Q.—Have you particularly studied the titles under which the Hudson’s Bay Company 
claim certain rights of soil, jurisdiction and trade, on this continent} 


@.—Will you state to the Committee the result of your investigation? 

A.—The result of my investigation has been to demonstrate that in the Red River 
and Saskatchewan countries, the Hudgon’s Bay Company have no right or title whatever, 
except what they have in common with other British subjects. Wherever they have any 
possession or occupancy there they are simply squatters, the same as they are at Fort. 
William, La Cloche, Lake N ipissing, or any of their other posts in Canada. 


The Governmental attributes they claim in that country are a fiction, and their 
exercise a palpable infraction of law. 


Se Se See ee Pl 


#* Sess. Papers, Can., 1857, Vol. 15, No. 17. 
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I am no enemy to the Hudson’s Bay Company, nor to any individual connected with 
it, and I think that there are, at the present day, extenuating circumstances to justify 
a great degree of forbearance towards them, when their position comes to be dealt with 
either judicially or legislatively. 

Illegal as it undoubtedly is, their present position is a sort of moral necessity with 
them. The first attempt of the Company, under Lord Selkirk’s régime, to assume that 
pow was no doubt a monstrous usurpation, but it was defeated, though not till it 

ad caused much bloodshed. 

The Hudson’s Bay Company and the Canadian traders (North-West Company) after- 
wards amalgamated, and then, in pursuance of a policy most dexterously planned and 
executed, carried the trade away back into the interior, from the very shores of the 
lakes and rivers adjoining the settlements of Canada, and took it round by Hudson’s 
Bay to keep it out of view, to lessen the chances of a new opposition springing up. 

They also gave out that it was their country—a fiction which the license of exclusive 
trade for the Indian territories helped to maintain—and they industriously published and 
circulated maps of it, as such, which being copied into other maps and geographical 
works, strengthened the delusion till it became very general indeed. 

When, therefore, by this means they had been left alone in these remote territories, 
without any intercourse with the organized tribunals or legitimate government of the 
country —an intercourse which their monetary interests forbade them to seek—it became 
a sort of necessity for them to establish a jurisdiction of their own. 

It is true that they have gone to an extreme in this matter which it would he 
difficult to excuse ; but in such a case it is hard to take the first step and be able to stop 
afterwards, more particularly when it consists in a total antagonism to existing law, or 
rather in assuming to themselves the functions of constituted authorities where they 
legally possess only the right of subjects and traders, in common with the rest of the 
community. 

But having once assumed and exercised such powers, and thereby made themselves 
amenable to the laws of the country, it is not to be wondered at that they had sought to 
justify it on the pretence that they possess those powers of government which, doubtful 
at best, even in those localities where they have some show of title, are without the 
least foundation on the banks of the Saskatchewan or Red Rivers. 

In thus palliating the tenacity with which the Hudson’s Bay Company cling to their 
fictitious title, I may be accused of being their apologist, but I am so only to the extent 
that, at the present day, their position has become a necessity ; for, in so far as they have 
affected the rights of others, they have rendered themselves liable to the most serious con- 
sequences, should any party aggrieved see fit to appeal to the legal tribunals of the country, 
and it is but natural to suppose that they will endeavour to maintain the fiction long 
enough to enable them to effect a compromise. 

Any number of individuals might associate themselves together for mining, hunting, 
or agriculture, say at Lake Nipissing or on Anticosti, and finding no legal tribunals there, 
or within their reach, they might establish a jurisdiction of their own and execute their 
judgments. Circumstances may be imagined in which such a course, if resulting from 
the necessity of their position, might be morally right though legally wrong, but nothing 
short of an act of indémnity could save them from the consequences if pursued at law, 
by those whose rights they had affected. 

Such is exactly the position of the Hudson’s Bay Company at the Red River, and 
for the judgments they have rendered there they are undoubtedly amenable to be judged 
by the legally constituted tribunals of this country ; and those whom they have condemned 
or punished, or whose rights or interests they have adjudicated upon can certainly obtain. 
redress. And to this extent I would be their advocate, that in so far as their assumption 
of jurisdiction has been, in 4 manner, a necessity resulting from the Acts of former years, 
the Legislature should pass an Act of indemnity to shield them from the consequences— 
the circumstances to be first investigated, however, by a commission appointed by the 
Government for that purpose. 

It may seem presumptuous in me to put the case so strongly in opposition to the 
general view of their territorial rights ; but it is not a matter of opinion—it is a matter 
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of fact. I could have no hesitation to state as a fact, that the County of York and the 
District of Montreal are not portions of the Company’s Territory ; but the fact that the 
Red River and Saskatchewan are not in their Territory is just as strong and absolute, 
and the circumstance that the one happens to be better known than the other does not 
alter the fact in the one case more than the other. 

But the generally received view of the subject is but of recent date, and simply the 
result of the circumstance that no one in particular has taken any interest in denying it. 
It is only since the union of the Companies in 1821, that there has been no obstacle to 
the continuous imposition of the Company’s views upon the public till they ultimately 
became rather unopposed than accepted; and in denying their title now (on the 
Saskatchewan and Red River), Iam simply in accord with the highest authorities whose 
province it has been to treat the question judicially. 

It must be remembered that the Company did not attempt to even enter upon these 
countries until one hundred and four years after the date of their charter, viz.: in 1774, 
and that they then did so not as taking possession under their charter, but only to par- 
ticipate in a traffic then in the hands of British subjects trading from Canada, in virtue 
of the conquest or cession of the country, through which and not in virtue of their charter, 
the Company also had, of course, a right to trade as British subjects. 

A rivalry having been kept up for many years in the trade, and the absurd con- 
struction of the charter now contended for having been invented, the attempt to exercise 
the powers. claimed was made by the Company through Lord Selkirk, first, theoretically, 
about the years 1811-12, and practically, about 1814, by warning off the North-West 
Company and obstructing the channels of their trade ; and the result was a great deal of 
strife and bloodshed. In the course of this strife various appeals were made to the 
Provincial and Imperial Governments, and to the legal tribunals, and in every instance 
the decisions were directly or constructively adverse to the pretensions of the Hudson’s 
Bay Company. 

In a despatch to the Governor-General from Earl Bathurst, by order of His Royal 
Highness the Prince Regent, under date 6th February, 1817, I find the following instruc- 
tions in relation to these events :— 

“You will also require under similar penalties the restitution of all forts, buildings, 
or trading stations, with the property which they contain, which may have been seized 
or taken possession of by either party, to the party who originally established or con- 
structed the same, and who were possessed of them previous to the recent disputes between 
the two Companies. 

“You will also require the removal of any blockade or impediment by which any party 
may have attempted to prevent or interrupt the free passage of traders or others of His 
Majesty's subjects or the natives of the country with their merchandise, furs, provisions, and 
other effects, throughout the lakes, rivers, roads and every other usual route or communica- 
tion heretofore used for the purposes of the fur trade in the interior of North America, and 
the full and free permission Jor all persons to pursue their usual and accustomed trade 
without hindrance or molestation.” 

And in conclusion this object is again, peremptorily insisted on, viz.: “the mutual 
restoration of all property captured during these disputes, and the freedom of trade and 
intercourse with the Indians, until the trials now pending can be brought to a judicial 
decision, and the great question at issue with respect to the rights of the two Companies 
shall be definitely settled.” 

_ __ The trials then pending, to which the above allusion has reference, were those 
instituted by Lord Selkirk against the partners and employees of the North-West Com- 
pany, who had resisted the pretensions of the Hudson’s Bay Company, and in consequence 
of which a battle was fought on the Frog Plains, at the Red River, in which some twenty 
of the Hudson’s Bay people were killed, including the “Governor,” as they styled their 
chief officer. These trials were for murder (some of the parties as principals, and some as 
accessories), for arson, robbery (stealing cannon), and other high misdemeanours, and 
were held in this City [Toronto], then the Town of York, in October, 1818, and resulted 
in the acquittal of all the parties on all the charges, though it was not denied that some 
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of them had been in the battle, in which, however, they contended that they were in 
defence of their just rights. 

These trials were held under the Canada Jurisdiction Act (43 Geo. ITI., cap. 138), by 
authority of a commission from Lower Canada ; but the jurisdiction under that Act being 
questioned on the ground that the Frog Plains were in Upper Canada, and, therefore, not 
in the territories affected by the Act, the Court was so doubtful on the question of 
boundary that the charge to the jury directed that in case of finding the prisoners guilty, 
they should return a special verdict, setting forth that “they could not see from any 
evidence before them, what were the limits of Upper Canada.” The Attorney-General 
was unable to define these limits, but appealed to the Court to decide, as they were 
‘“‘deducible from Treaties, Acts of Parliament, and Proclamations, etc.” And the judg- 
ment of the Court was as above stated, the following occurring in the charge of the Chief 
Justice :— 

“Mr. Attorney-General has put in evidence the latitude and longitude of the Frog 
Plains, but he does not put in evidence whether this latitude and longitude be without 
or within the boundaries of Upper Canada, and J do not know whether from 90° to 100° 
or 150° form the western limit of Upper Canada.” 

In other words, the Court could not affirm that Upper Canada had any western limit 
on this side of the Pacific; and the Court was right ; its westerly limit never had been 
assigned, and absolute evidence of the very nature which the Attorney-General (now Chief 
Justice, Sir J. B. Robinson) admitted would be proof upon the subject, existed, so far as 
to prove that the Province extended beyond the Lake of the Woods, without determining 
how far beyond ; but it was not his duty to quote it as he was prosecuting for a conviction 
as directed by a special commission from Lower Canada under a particular Act. An 
acquittal, however, rendered any special verdict unnecessary, and the question was not, 
therefore, further tried on these cases. 

I must remark, however, that the question raised was solely whether the scene of 
the outrage at Red River was in Canada or the Indian territory, not whether it was in 
Canada or the Hudson’s Bay Company’s territory ; the latter alternative was not even 
entertained, having been almost entirely ignored on the trials as too manifestly absurd to 
make any legal fight upon at all. In short, the case for the defence was based on a 
justification of resistance to the assumed authority of the Company whose preposterous 
pretensions on the Red River with ‘Governors, Sheriffs, etc.,” were treated with ridicule ; 
without, however, detracting from the individuals, “Governor” Semple, who was killed, 
or his predecessor, McDonell, who were worthy of the highest respect, though like many 
others, imposed upon in the first instance by the specious pretences of the Company and 
Lord Selkirk. 

Other actions and trials took place in Upper Canada, all of which so far as I have 
been able to trace them, were adverse to the Hudson’s Bay Company. In February, 
1819, in this city, William Smith, Under Sheriff of the then Western District, obtained 
£500 damages against Lord Selkirk, then at the head of a large armed force, for resisting 
him in the execution of a writ of restitution founded upon a verdict obtained at Sand- 
wich in 1816, and resistance also to a warrant for his Lordship’s arrest. 

At the same time Daniel McKenzie obtained £1,500 damages for forcible detention, 
etc., by Lord Selkirk. 

Criminal proceedings were also instituted and a bill of indictment found against Lord 
Selkirk himself and the leaders of his party, for their illegal transactions in the Western 
Territories ; but I have not yet been able to trace up the result of this case, and no doubt 
much valuable information could be obtained by some one having more time than I have 
had to hunt up the records of these proceedings. 

The latter trials, I believe, were in the ordinary course of procedure of Upper 
Canada, and not under the Special Act for the Indian Territories, etc., and the proceed- 
ings taken extended to transactions which occurred far within the territories drained by 
waters discharging into Lake Winnipeg. 

Having shown the views of the judicial authorities of Upper Canada, I would advert 
for a moment to those of Lower Canada. 
| In May, 1818, Charles De Reinhard was tried at Quebec for murder committed in 
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1816 on the River Winnipeg, under the Canada Jurisdiction Act. Exception was taken 
to the Jurisdiction of the Court, on the ground that the locality was not on the Indian 
Territory, but within the limits of Upper Canada. The Court overruled the objection, 
and decided that the westerly boundary of Upper Canada was a line on the meridian of 
88° 50’ west longitude from London. I hardly think that any surveyor, geographer or 
delineator of boundaries of any experience or scientific attainments would concur in that 
decision. 

The question would be too long, however, to discuss now, and I shall only say that 
it was based on the assumption that, of the territory previously belonging to, and acquired 
from France, in 1763, only a part was organized as the Province of Quebec, and that the 
two Provinces of Canada, after the division, were confined to the same limits provided for 
the former by the Act of 1774. The Court, the Attorney-General and the Counsel for 
the prisoner, alike concurred in the fact that the River Winnipeg was a part of the 
country previously belonging to France and ceded by the Treaty of Paris in 1763, and at 
no stage of the proceedings was the question of its being a part of the Hudson’s Bay 
Company’s Territories for one moment entertained. 

De Reinhard was found guilty and sentenced to death, but although the Court 
refused to re-consider its decision, yet the reasoning of Messrs. Stuart and Valliére was. 
so clear that the Judges deemed it expedient that the execution should be delayed till 
the decision of the Imperial Government could be had upon the question of Jurisdiction. 

The actual reasons given by the Imperial Government I have not been able to get 
at, but I know that when the decision was given, the prisoner was released, and that the 
question submitted was that of Jurisdiction, as above stated. 

I must here remark, however, that notwithstanding the able and convincing argu- 
ments of Messrs. Stuart and Valliére, they omitted one point which the Court would 
have been obliged, by its own admissions, to have accepted as conclusive against the 
judgment it gave. The decision given was based upon the technical construction put by 
the Court upon the actual wording of an Act of Parliament, but it was admitted (by the: 
Court) that the country to the West only “came into the possession of the British Crown 
at the treaty of Paris in 1763,” and it was also admitted that the King could, by “an. 
Act of Sovereign Authority,” have placed that country under the Government of Canada. 
It was merely denied that he did so, not asserted that he could not. The counsel for the: 
prisoner did not chance to come upon the Commissions of the Governors, or they would 
have found that there had been such an “ Act of Sovereign Authority,” distinctly describ- 
ing that country to the West of the Lake of the Woods as attached to the Government 
of Canada, and the Court, by its own admission, must have been bound by it. 

I may also remark that the decision of the Court at Quebec would have made the 
westerly limit of Upper Canada a long way east of the United States boundary at Lake 
Superior, leaving out the shores of the Lake (where we are now selling mining lands) 
and its westerly tributaries, and has, therefore, nothing in common with the boundary 
designated for us by the Hudson’s Bay Company—viz., the water-shed of the St. Law- 
rence, and for which there is no earthly authority except themselves. 

On this head I must advert to one other authority, which is of the highest importance 
at this moment, when troops are about to be sent to the Red River, and who, if they 
carry with them the erroneous views which of late years have been with some success. 
imposed upon the public by the assiduous promulgation of the Company, may unfortu- 
nately be placed in a position of antagonism to the civil power. There were, indeed, some: 
troops there not many years ago, and no such evils as might be apprehended now resulted . 
but the circumstances are changed ; the scenes of an early period may come back if the 
attempt be made, wholly unsustained by law, to repress a legal right. If such should be 
the case, it would be unfortunate if Her Majesty’s soldiers were found on the wrong side, 
acting against law, for the subject is now being so well discussed that the people will 
know their rights, and will appeal to the legal tribunals and the civil powers of the State 
to sustain them. Better that military rule prevailed entirely, for then the officers would 
know their duties and their responsibilities. If they go under the impression that they 
are to be subject to the supposed civil officers of a self-constituted Government which hag: 
no legal existence, they may find themselves called upon to enforce behests which are not 


EVIDENCE OF MR. WILLIAM M‘D, DAWSON, 1857. 45 


law, which are infractions of law ; they may be called upon to subdue resistance to illegal 
acts to which resistance is a duty and a right ; and if, for acting on these behests, they are 
ultimately brought before the Courts of J ustice, they will find that they have acted under 
those whose powers will be treated as a nullity, whose civil offices will be held a mock- 
ery. This has been so before; it may be so again, if due precaution be not observed ; 
and I state it thus strongly now, because the more it is known the less will be the chance 
of its recurrence. 

If proper civil officers, magistrates, etc., were appointed by His Excellency the Gov- 
ernor-General, for the Red River country, to whom alone the troops could look in case of 
emergency, as vested with authority, the difficulty and danger would be obviated ; for 
without this there is no authority in that country, by, through, or in any person connected 
with the Hudson’s Bay Company, as such, to which any officer or soldier in Her Majesty’s 
service would be justified in yielding obedience. 

To revert to the authority upon this subject I was about to quote. It will be remem- 
bered that during the troubles which formerly took place, upon special representations 
made by Lord Selkirk that he was not safe in proceeding to the Red River settlement, 
some troops were sent with him, and the instructions given to them by order of His 
Excellency, Sir Gordon Drummond, are so clear and decisive that no one can mistake 
their purport. They were as follows : 


ADJUTANT-GENERAL’s OFFICE, 


Quebec, 17th April, 1816. 


Sir:—TuHe Earu or Se,xrrk having represented to the ADMINISTRATOR IN CHIEF 
and Commanding General of the Forces that he has reason to apprehend that attempts 
may be made upon his life, in the course of the journey through the Indian country 
which he isabout to undertake, His Excellency has, in consequence, been pleased to grant 
his Lordship a military Guard for his personal protection against assassination. This 
party, which is to consist of two serjeants and twelve Rank and File of the Regiment 
De Meuron, is placed under your command, and I am commanded to convey to you the 
positive prohibition of His Excellency the Lieutenant-General commanding the Forces, 
against the employment of this force for any other purpose than the personal protection 
of the Earn or SerkirK. You are particularly ordered not to engage yourself, or the 
party under your command, in any disputes which may occur betwixt the Earn or SELKIRK 
and his engagés and employés and those of the NortH-Wrst Company, or to take any 
part or share in any affray which may arise out of such disputes. 

By such interference on your part, you would not only be disobeying your instruc- 
tions, but acting in direct opposition to the wishes and intentions of the Government, to 
the CounTENnaNncE, Support and Prorucrion of which Eacu Party has an equal claim. 

The Eart or SELxgirk has engaged to furnish the party under your command with 
provisions during the time of your absence; you are on no oceasion to separate from your 
party, but to return with his Lordship, and on no account to suffer yourself or any of 
your detachment to be left at any settlement or post in the Indian country. 

These instructions are to be clearly explained to the non-commissioned officers and 
men in your party. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your most obedient, humble servant, 


J. Harvey, 


Lt.-Col. D.A.G. 
Lieutenant Graffenried, \ 


De Meuron’s Regiment. 


[These italics and capitals are the same as in the original. ] 


This is another emphatic declaration that the Government held the Hudson’s Bay 
Company and the Canadian traders as possessed of equal rights, and that His Majesty’s 
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troops at least were not to be used against the one to sustain the ridiculous pretensions of 
the other. 

Notwithstanding the stringency of these instructions, however, Lord Selkirk having 
a number of the disbanded De Meuron soldiers in his pay, it was difficult for the regulars 
to resist being led along with them, to enter upon the North-West Company’s property, 
etc., and which involved them in legal difficulties, after their return, from which it was 
not easy to extricate them. 

I have confined myself in the foregoing remarks to the Red River and Saskatchewan 
countries, which were the principal scenes of the disputes which have heretofore called for 
action, and it will be seen that the imperial authorities, the military authorities, and the 
courts of justice have all ignored the pretensions of the Hudson’s Bay Company as regards 
those countries. 

‘The great danger in renewing the Company’s lease of the Indian territories, however, 
would be that they might drop the pretence that the Red River, etc., is covered by their 
charter, and claim it as part of the Indian territories, a plea which, though erroneous, | 
might be more easily sustained by technicalities, inasmuch as some of the remote parts of 
Canada, perfectly understood to be such, have, nevertheless, sometimes been designated 
as the ‘ Indian countries,” in official documents. 

I have not referred to the validity of the Company’s Charter, either to deny or admit. 
it; I merely deny that it has effect on the countries I have spoken of. 

In support of this I have quoted more recent authorities, but for a more particular 
investigation of their title, its extent and origin, I beg to refer to a Report which I wrote 
for the Commissioner of Crown Lands, some months ago, the substance of which appears 
in the shape of a Memorandum in the Return to an Address of the Honourable Legisla- 
tive Assembly, dated 15th March, 1857, for certain papers connected with the Hudson’s. 
Bay question. It embodies the views I have entertained for many years, and is the 
result of much careful study. 

(.—Have you made the early and present boundaries of Canada a particular subject 
of study ; if so, state the result ? 

A.—The early boundaries of Canada or New France included, I think, the whole of 
Hudson’s Bay, for I find all that part of the country granted to a trading Company by 
the King of France, in a Charter somewhat similar, but forty-three years earlier than 
the Charter of the Hudson’s Bay Company. I find the country also confirmed by Treaty 
to France, at St. Germain-en-Laye, thirty-eight years before the last named Charter ; but. 
the investigation of this part of the said subject is fully stated in the Memorandum 
referred to. 

I find that from the Treaty of Utrecht, in 1713, to the Treaty of Paris, in 1763, the 
boundaries between the French possessions in Canada and the British possessions in 
Hudson’s Bay were not defined. The lines claimed by both parties are distinctly laid — 
down on the map lately prepared by Mr. Devine, in the Crown Land Department. Both, 
it will be seen, give the Red River and Saskatchewan to France, and the line laid down 
from British authorities is from those least favourable to French pretensions of that 
period. All the country south of that line is of course what was ceded by France, as 
Canada, in 1763, and was in her undisputed possession up to that time. There was 
never any westerly limit assigned to Canada, either before or since the Treaty of Paris. 
The French claimed to the Pacific, though they never explored the whole way across, 
which, however, the Canadians (British and French) were the first to effect after the 
Treaty. 

Some British authorities of a more recent date claimed, under the Treaty of Utrecht, 
from Hudson’s Bay to latitude 49° as having been so determined by Commissioners ; but 
no such decision was ever given. Ihave searched every book I could find upon the sub- 
ject, and have communicated with those who have searched the best libraries of France 
and England with the same object, but no authority can be found for such a boundary. 

[The rest of the evidence of the witness relates only to the soil and climate of the 
British territories north and west of Lake Superior to the Pacific.—G. E. L. | 
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Curr Justice Draper T0 THE PROVINCIAL SECRETARY, DATED Lonpon, June 127u, 1857.* 
(Hetract.) 


Although it certainly appears to me, as a matter of legal inference, that the lan- 
guage of the Statute of 1774 (not varied by the Proclamation of 1791+), leaves no ground 
for contending that the limits of the Province of Canada extend west of the westernmost 
head of the Mississippi River—yet it is desirable to have the decision of the Judicial 
Committee [of the Privy Council] on that point, as well as on the northern boundary ; 
and if, as I contidently hope, the decision gives to Canada a clear right west to the line 
of the Mississippi, and some considerable distance north of what the Hudson’s Bay Com- 
pany claim, there would be no obstacle in ascertaining the practicability of communication 
and laying out lands for settlement on Rainy River and Rainy Lake. 


THe GoveRNor or THE Hupson’s Bay Company 70 THE CononiaL SEcrETARY. + 


Hupson’s Bay Housz, 
18th July, 1857. 


Sir,—I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of the 15th 
instant, communicating a passage from the statement you have received from the Law 
Officers of the Crown, in reference to the question of the geographical extent of the ter- 
ritory granted by the Charter of the Hudson’s Bay Company, and suggesting that such 
question might with great utility, as between the Company and Canada, be made the 
subject of a gwasi judicial enquiry, and desiring to be informed whether I think it 
probable that the Hudson’s Bay Company would consent to appear before the Judicial 
Committee of the Privy Council, in the manner and for the purpose suggested. 

I have submitted this communication to my colleagues, the Directors of the Hudson’s 
Bay Company, and as we are desirous to throw no obstacle in the way of settlement of 
the doubts that have been raised by the people of Canada, as to the extent of the terri- 
tory to which the Company are entitled under their Charter, we shall be prepared to 
recommend to our shareholders to concur in the course suggested. At the same time, 
you will not fail to see that other interests than those of the Company may be involved 
in the enquiry, as there are many persons, not now members of the Company, who have 
acquired by grants from the Company, or otherwise, a title to large portions of the land 
in question. 

Assuming, however, that the object of the proposed enquiry is to obtain for Canada 
land fit for cultivation, and the establishment of agricultural settlers, I would observe, that 
the Directors are already prepared to recommend to the shareholders of the Company to 
cede any lands which may be required for that purpose. The terms of such cessions 
would be a matter of no difficulty between Her Majesty’s Government and the Company. 

The Board, having in view the present condition of the enquiry before the Committee 
of the House of Commons, and the agitation which prevails on the question in Canada, 
are desirous of availing themselves of the opportunity your letter affords, to state clearly, 
for your information, the principles which will guide them in their future proceedings. 


* Book of Arbitration Documents, p. 391. It is there stated that the original is in Department of Sec- 
retary of State at Ottawa. 


+ [This Proclamation, as well as the Imperial Order in Council on which it is founded, have these words 
not contained in the Statute : ‘‘ including all the territory to the westward and southward of the said line 
to the utmost extent of the country commonly called or known by the name of Canada.”—G. E. L.] 
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The Board will be ready to bow to any decision which Her Majesty’s Government 
may consider it for the public interests to take with regard to the maintenance or abolition 
of the exceptional rights and trade of the Hudson’s Bay Company, relying confidently on 
the justice of Her Majesty's Government, and of Parliament, for just compensation to 
the present stockholders, and a due consideration of the claims of their factors, traders, 
and servants in the Indian country, if the time shall have arrived in the opinion of Her 
Majesty’s Government for the abolition of the monopoly. 

The present holders of the capital of the Company, 274 in number, are of the usual 
class of persons holding stock in other chartered companies, who have invested their 
money on the faith of the Company’s Charter, and in confidence of the permanent char- 
acter of their rights and property, and are in general indifferent to any other question in 
the present discussion than the security of their capital and dividends. 

The situation of the factors, traders, and servants of the Company is described in the 
evidence taken before the Committee. As no change in the condition or settlement of 
the country could well be carried into effect without their willing co-operation and assist- 
ance, their just claims must be considered in any new arrangements to be submitted to 
Parliament. 

As respects the Board of Directors, of which I have the honour to be Chairman, 
their situation is peculiar, and their future conduct must be guided by the disposition of 
Her Majesty’s Government to support them in the future administration of their affairs. 
‘They have been rewarded so far, since the union of the Hudson’s Bay and North-West 
Companies, by the success of their administration, as proved not alone by the results of 
their trade, but by the condition in which they will leave, if they now retire, the govern- 
ment of the whole Indian Territories entrusted to their care, as well as by the express 
approbation of every succeeding Secretary of State for the Colonies for the last thirty- 
seven years. 

Looking to the future, they will only consent to undertake the future charge of the 
Indian Territories, which would devolve upon them on the renewal of the license, on the 
faith of being firmly supported by Her Majesty’s Government in maintaining their 
present establishments in full efficiency. It would be inexpedient, in their opinion, to 
enter upon a new and further term of their administration without the fullest and most 
explicit assurance of that support. The Directors have always considered that the settle- 
ment of 1821 was sanctioned by the Government and the Legislature, and the monopoly 
of the Hudson’s Bay Company then re-established and extended, quite as much, if not 
more, as the best instrument the Government could employ for the administration, 
security, and peace of the Indian country, as for the advantage of the parties whose 
interests were united by that settlement. These parties and these interests have been 
long since replaced by others, and are now represented by the present holders of the stock 
of the Company. . 

We do not consider any further legislative measures necessary at present for the 
government of the Indian Territories. The powers under the Charter have hitherto 
proved sufficient for the ordinary purposes of administration, and the Government have 
full powers, under the Act of 1821, to appoint Justices and establish Courts, independent 
of the Company, when and where they shall think it expedient. All new establishments 
of this description will create expense, which must be paid by this country or by Canada, 
as neither the Red River Settlement nor the Indian country have taxable means for the 
purpose. 

We beg to be allowed to add the expression of our opinion, that in whatever arrange- 
ments which may now be made for the future government of the country, any mixed 
authority or combination of agents appointed to act with those of the Company will 
only weaken an administration which it is essential to strengthen in the present state of 
affairs. 

No competent persons would be found to abandon civilized life to accept such situa- 
tions, with such salary as will be found reasonable ; and if they could be found, the 
probability is that the want of sufficient occupation will soon engage them in antagonistic 
discussions with one another, not conducive to the general order or cordiality of the small 
community whose affairs they will be sent to direct, 
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The Board is willing to remain in the exercise of its present functions, to concur’in 
any arrangements proposed by Government or Parliament, which will not interfere 
with or obstruct their power of independent management of the concerns of the Company ; 
and to give assistance and support to any magistrates appointed by the Government in 
endeavouring to maintain the present undisturbed state of the Indian Territories. But 
they will decline to undertake a divided administration of carrying on the government 
of the country, under the exceptional circumstances of the case, unless assured of the same 
cordial and unhesitating support from Her Majesty’s Government which they have hitherto 
enjoyed. 

I have, etc., 


Joun SHEPHERD, 
Governor. 


The Right Honourable Henry Labouchere, M.P. 


Instructions To Mr. GuiApMAN, Carer Director or THE Parry ENGAGED, UNDER 
AUTHORITY OF THE GOVERNMENT OF CANADA, IN THE EXPLORATION OF THE 
CouNTRY BETWEEN LAKE SUPERIOR AND THE RED RIVER, AUTHORIZED BY 
ORDER IN CounciL or 18TH JuLy, 1857.* 


SECRETARY'S OFFICE, 
Toronto, 22nd July, 1857. 


Str,—I have the honour to acquaint you that, confiding in your integrity, judgment 
and energy, together with your acquaintance with the Red River Territory, your 
knowledge of the communication with that country, and with the tribes of Indians 
which traverse it, His Excellency the Administrator of the Government has been pleased 
to appoint you to the chief direction and control of the party about to be sent there. 

The party organized consists of the following : 

Mr. Gladman, Chief Director and Controller of the expedition, and his assistant, 

Professor Hind, Geologist and Naturalist, and his assistant. 

Mr. Napier, Engineer, with his assistant and staff-men ; and Mr. Dawson, Surveyor, 
with his assistants and chain-men. 

Also, such voyageurs or canoe-men as in your judgment may be necessary, the 
probable number of canoes being assumed at four, with four voyageurs in each; such 
men to be selected with a view to their being capable of assisting the engineering and 
surveying branches of the expedition, as axe-men, etc., when required. 

The primary object of the expedition is to make a thorough examination of the tract 
of country between Lake Superior and Red River, by which may be determined the 
best route for opening a facile communication, through British, territory, from that lake 
to the Red River Settlements, and ultimately to the great tracts of cultivable land 
beyond them. With this view the following suggestions are offered for your guidance, 
so far as you will find them practicable, and supported by the topography. 

In the first place, after being landed at Fort William, to proceed by the present 
Hudson’s Bay canoe route—by the Kaministiquia River, Dog Lake, Lake of the 
Thousand Islands, etc.—to Lac la Croix, and thence by Rainy Lake, Lake of the 
Woods, Winnipeg River to Lake Winnipeg, and up the Red River to Fort Garry. 

From Rainy Lake to Lake Winnipeg, the route as at present affords a good naviga- 
tion for boats of considerable size, with the interruption, however, of some short portages: 
but from Rainy Lake eastward to Lake Superior the route is very much interrupted, 
and rendered laborious, tedious and expensive by the great number of portages, some 
of considerable length, which have to be encountered to avoid the falls and rapids in the 
ravines and creeks which this route follows. 


* Sess. Papers, Can., 1858, Vol. 16, No. 3. 
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For the establishment of a suitable communication for the important objects aimed 
at, it is believed that the construction of a road throughout, from some point on Lake 
Superior, probably either at Fort William or at or near the mouth of the Pigeon River 
to Rainy Lake, must be undertaken, To ascertain, therefore, at present, by general 
exploration, what the route for this road should be, whether in the vicinity of the 
Hudson’s Bay route, or by the line of country in which lies the chain of waters from 
Rainy Lake to the mouth of Pigeon River, this question can obviously be only satis- 
factorily determined by the difficult portions of both being tested instrumentally ; but in 
either case, as the construction of such road would be a matter of time and much expense, 
it is considered necessary that the portages, etc., of either of the routes above described 
should be improved, so as to be made more available and facile, and to be auxiliary to 
the works of the road by facilitating the transport of men, supplies, etc. 

To determine, therefore, the portages to be improved, and the best mode of doing so, 
and whether the present reaches of canoe or boat navigation may not be further extended 
by the removal of shoals or the erection of dams, will be points to which you will direct 
the attention of the engineering and surveying branches of your party. 

From Rainy Lake, by Lake of the Woods and Lake Winnipeg, to Fort Garry, as 
before described, is now comparatively a good water communication, but very circuitous ; 
and should the character of Rat River, which rises at no great distance from the Lake of 
the Woods, and falls into the Red River above Fort Garry, be found susceptible of its 
being made a boat channel, a saving probably of 150 miles in length might be effected ; 
or on an exploration of the country through which that river flows, it may be found more 
desirable to construct a road along it from Red River ; and should this be so, the nature 
of the communication between Red River and Lake Superior, eventually, would be about 
100 miles of road from Red River to Lake of the Woods, thence about 140 miles of water 
communication to the eastern end of Rainy Lake, and from that point a continuous road 
to Lake Superior of from 160 to 200 miles in length. 

When you shall have reached Rainy Lake by the Hudson’s Bay canoe or northern 
route, it is left to your discretion whether you should or not leave the engineering party 
with sufficient force to return and explore back to Lake Superior, the Southern or 
Pigeon River route, while you proceed with the surveying party by Lake Winnipeg to 
Red River, and return by Rat River. 

All the members of the party, with the exception of the Geologist and his assistant, 
are, it is understood, to winter on the expedition if required. The expediency of adopting 
that course can only be determined by you some time hence; but should you decide upon 
so doing, you will, of course, take due precautions for the safety and comfort of the party, 
and for their effective and profitable employment. 

As director and leader of the party, you will govern all matters whatsoever connected 
with the conducting and provisioning of it—the hiring, discharging and payment of men. 
The lines to be explored, and the water examinations to be made will be determined by 
you, on consultation with the gentlemen conducting the engineering and surveying 
branches. You will also decide the times and places for separating the party or parties 
and for their re-union. The Engineer and Surveyor have been instructed to afford you all 
the assistance in their power, and have been informed that they are to consider themselves 
under your guidance and direction. Any occasional additional assistance they may 
require will be obtained through you, as well as all necessaries whatever ; but the con- 
ducting of their immediate professional duties will, of course, be regulated by themselves. 

At the very outset, it is important that you should regulate the number of fire-arms 
that you may consider it necessary to take, which it is believed should not exceed six,— 
one with the Director, one with the Geologist, two with the Engineer, and two with the 
Surveyor. You will adopt, also, full precautions against any spirits, etc., of any 
description being carried, except what shall be under your own sole charge and control, 
and such as you may consider it necessary to have in case of illness. 

With regard to the procuring of canoes, camp equipage, medicine, etc., etc., for the 
expedition, it is not considered necessary, from your experience in such matters, to offer 
any suggestions further than to draw your attention to some Crimean rations of pressed 
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vegetables, now in the commissariat store, which occupy but little space, and a small 
portion of which makes in a short time excellent soup. 

In order further to give effect to your control and authority, a commission of 
magistracy will be conferred upon you. 

About the time of your reaching Rainy Lake, or at such period as you may deem 
proper, you will send a messenger with despatches, reporting upon your progress, etc., etc., 
and whether you find it necessary or desirable to winter in the territory, etc. 

Finally, you will impress upon each member of your party that no communication or 
information whatsoever, with regard to the progress or results of the expedition, are to 
be transmitted, by writing or otherwise, except to the Honourable Provincial Secretary. 

The ad interim reports of the Geologist, Engineer, and Surveyor, you will enclose 
with your own, and transmit by the messenger above adverted to. 

You will also peremptorily require that the weight of all personal effects taken by 
each of the party, including that of the bag or leathern valise containing them, shall not 
exceed ninety pounds. 


EK. Parent, 
Assistant Provincial Secretary. 
George Gladman, Esquire, 
Port Hope, U. C. 


[Here follow special instructions to Professor Hind, Mr. Napier, and Mr. Dawson 
respectively, together with voluminous reports showing that the objects of the expedition 
had been successfully attained. The papers also show that the explorations were continued 
and extended in the following year under Messrs. Hind and Dawson. See Sess. Papers, 
1858, Vol. 16, No. 3.. See also the letters to and from Sir Geo. Simpson, post, under 
dates 14th and 23rd April, 1858, respectively. | 


Finat Report or Cuier Justice DRAPER RESPECTING HIS Mission To ENGLAND.* 


To His Hucellency the Right Honourable Sir Edmund Walker Head, Baronet, Governor- 
General, ete. 


The following report is respectfully added to the various despatches and communica- 
tions heretofore written by met on the subject of my mission to England, having been 
drawn up in the hope of presenting a connected statement of the proceedings—while for 
elucidation and fuller details, I beg permission to refer your Excellency to all that has 
been previously submitted by me. 

The instructions of the 20th February, 1857, with which I was honoured, referred 
to the leading subjects which subsequently engaged attention; among them are the 
following : 

The duty of attending on the Parliamentary Committee, of watching over the 
interests of Canada by correcting erroneous impressions, and by bringing forward any 
claims of a legal or equitable kind which the Province might possess on account of its 
territorial position or past history. 

This duty was limited by an express restriction to conclude no negotiation and 
assent to no definite plan of settlement affecting Canada, without reporting the particulars 
of the same, and the views entertained by me thereon. 

The expediency of marking out the limits between the British possessions and the 
United States, was strongly pointed out, from the importance of securing the North-West 
territory against sudden and unauthorized intrusion, as well as of protecting the frontier 


* Sess. Papers, Can., 1858, Vol. 16, No. 3. 
+[With the exception of the extract from his letter of 12th J une, 1857, which is given at p. 47, ante, 


2 
none of these previous despatches and communications appear to be in print.—G. E. L.) 
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of the lands above Lake Superior, and about the Red River, and thence to the Pacific, 
so as effectually to secure them against violent seizure and irregular settlement, until the 
advancing tide of immigration from Canada and the United Kingdom might fairly flow 
into them, and occupy them as subjects of the Queen, and on behalf of the British Empire. 

That any renewal of a license of occupation (if determined on at all) or any recog- 
nition of rights in the Hudson’s Bay Company should be guarded by such stipulations as 
would prevent interference on their part with the fair and legitimate occupation of 
tracts adapted for settlement. 

The importance of Vancouver’s Island, as the key to all British North America on 
the side of the Pacific, was alluded to as being too self-evident to require any advocacy. 

I lost no time after the receipt of those instructions in setting off for Europe. On 
my arrival in London, on the afternoon of the 9th of March, I found that, owing to the 
vote on the Chinese war, Parliament was about to be dissolved, and that the Committee 
on the Hudson’s Bay affairs and territory had held its last sitting on that day, and would 
merely report the evidence they had taken, the enquiry being incomplete and insufficient 
as the foundation of any report. 

I certainly felt great momentary disappointment since I saw that my stay in London 
would be thereby greatly prolonged. But a little reflection, and some information which 
I obtained as to the course the enquiry had taken, soon brought me to view the delay as 
likely to be an advantage, by affording time that might be put toa very profitable use. 

My first interview with the Right Honourable the Secretary of State for the 
Colonies gave no reason to apprehend any indisposition on his part to take a just view 
of the interests of Canada in the matter. His language, though general, was favourable, 
and I thought I could safely infer that any obstacles that might arise would not originate 
with him, however he might be affected by pressure and urgency from other quarters. 

Enquiries in other places, together with a perusal of the evidence taken before the 
Committee (which Mr. Labouchere promptly communicated to me), led me to the 
conclusion that the only party desirous of maintaining things in their present position 
was the Hudson’s Bay Company, though, as I afterwards ascertained more distinctly, 
very different opinions were entcrtained as to the course which it would be most wise to 
adopt in the future government of that portion of British territory. 

My first duty, therefore, appeared to be to take steps with a view to meet the 
resistance which the Hudson’s Bay Company were opposing to any change. This 
resistance took, as I thought, two forms—one, resting generally on the rights claimed 
under their charter from Charles II.; the other more particularly directed against the 
claims of this Province, by setting up an alleged impossibility arising from geographical 
and physical causes, to the Government of the territory being administered by Canada. 
The first was obviously to be met by an examination of the foundation on which they 
relied, the second by endeavouring to obtain more accurate knowledge of the formation 
and accessibility of the county lying between Lake Superior and Fort Garry, and by 
postponing any final arrangement until this should be fully investigated. 

I was aware of the correspondence which took place in 1850 bearing upon the first 
of these points, and that the late Sir John Jervis (afterwards Chief Justice of the Court 
of Common Pleas) and Sir John Romily (now Master of the Rolls) had reported their 
opinion that “having regard to the powers in respect of territory, trade, taxation, and 
government, claimed by the Hudson’s Bay Company,” the rights so claimed properly 
belonged to that Company. They had, however, accompanied this opinion with their 
advice that the questions should be referred to a competent legal tribunal for considera- 
tion and decision, and they suggested the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council as 
the tribunal best fitted for the discussion of the case. Her Majesty’s Government 
adopted the advice, but, as they refused to have the proceedings carried on at the public 
expense, the matter was then dropped. 

Impressed with the idea that a similar reference would receive the approval of the 
Government, and that it was on every account desirable that the validity of these 
claims should be submitted to the test of judicial investigation, I applied for and 
obtained leave to make searches among the public documents and State papers, where I 
hoped I should obtain some information respecting the original granting of the Charter, 
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as well as some reliable account of the construction put upon it in times when no such 
questions had arisen as now presented themselves. Several points with respect to the 
Hudson’s Bay Company’s rights and claims, on which doubts had been suggested, might 
probably be elucidated by this enquiry, and materials might be found to narrow the 
pretensions set up by them. 

But while engaging in this research, which proved much more long and laborious 
than I at first supposed, I felt it my duty, at an early date after my arrival in London, 
and as soon indeed as I had sufficiently reflected on the information which I could 
immediately gather, to submit for the consideration of Your Excellency such views as up 
to that time impressed themselves on my mind on the subject, in order that Your 
Excellency in Council might be in a situation to exercise your judgment upon them. 

The enguiry before the Committee had taken a much wider range than fell within 
the limit of my instructions, but the information elicited in regard to the Indians, and 
the trade carried on by them with the Hudson’s Bay Company, had a very important 
though a collateral bearing upon the preservation of British authority within, and the 
settling and government of the North-West Territory. In my despatch of the 20th 
March, I pointed out the course which the evidence had so far taken, as well as some of 
the views and reflections to which it was calculated to give rise. 

There seemed to be an almost settled conclusion that a change had become necessary 
—that the Hudson’s Bay Company could not be permitted to maintain a territorial 
monopoly for their own benefit, to the exclusion of the rest of the Queen’s subjects from 
the occupation and cultivation of such lands as were fitted for agricultural purposes ; and 
with regard to Vancouver’s Island, its value, in a political point of view, seemed so well 
understood, that there appeared no room for doubt that it was deemed inexpedient to 
suffer it to continue in the hands and under the control of that corporation. 

As to the mainland, I gathered that the impression entertained by Her Majesty’s 
Government was in favour of placing such portion of it as was fitted for settlement, to 
the west of the Rocky Mountains, under the control of the Colonial Government proposed 
to be established at Vancouver's Island; while as to such portion of it similarly fitted 
for settlement as lay to the eastward of that mountainous chain, there was a readiness to 
meet the views of Canada—by placing it under the control of the Government of 
this Province, if the practicability of opening communication between Lake Superior 
and Red River, and so to connect this more distant territory with Canada, under one 
general Administration, were established, also subject to the rights (whatever they were) 
of the Hudson’s Bay Company—and to an adjustment of compensation for that which it 
might be found necessary to take from them. 

Although conflicting opinions existed as to the mode in which the settlement and 
administration of affairs in this territory should be effected, the prevalent, as I have 
already stated, was in favour of an entire change of system, and I could anticipate an 
enquiry whether Canada would be disposed at once to assume the charge of settling and 
governing and (except as to foreign aggression) of maintaining peace in the territory 
indicated, accepting the burden of adjusting such claims as might appear on enquiry to 
be well founded, and if not, what other arrangements would be suggested in contemplation 
of its ultimate cession to her. 

I endeavoured to point out to Your Excellency, in my despatch of the 27th March, 
the question which I deemed of the most prominent importance, and I discussed therein, 
at some length, some of the leading considerations involved in them, and I submitted 
such conclusions as (so far as I could then perceive) I thought it would be for the 
interests of the Province to arrive at. As to the validity of the claims of the Hudson’s 
Bay Company under their charter, I assumed the Government at home entertained the 
same views as to the propriety of a reference to the Judicial Committee of the Privy 
Council as had been expressed in’ 1850. 

During the residue of the session of Parliament, and from the dissolution until after 
the elections, I had but little opportunity of communicating with any of the authorities 
on these points. I took, however, the earliest convenient occasion to ascertain, as well 
at the Colonial Office as elsewhere, what opinions prevailed with regard to them, and 
was surprised and disappointed to find that doubts had been suggested and difficulties 


54 FINAL REPORT OF CHIEF JUSTICE DRAPER. 


raised to following out the course previously suggested by the law advisers of the Crown, 
and sanctioned by Earl Grey. It was intimated to me, that possibly the Judicial 
Committee might decline pronouncing any opinion upon the validity of the claims of the 
Company, when no parties were before them, whose right would be bound by their 
decision, and that it was more fitting the judgment should be given in a case where the 
rights of parties were in actual dispute upon which their decision would be strictly 
judicial and binding. I could perceive plainly that the difficulties, which it was supposed 
might be met with in the Judicial Committee, must have been suggested since the 
correspondence of 1850, and that they were deemed of some importance at the Colonial 
Office. A brief interview with Sir R. Bethel, the Attorney-General, led me to believe 
that he thought, that after so long an enjoyment on the part of the Hudson’s Bay 
Company, it was not by the Crown that the validity of their charter should be brought 
into discussion. From all this, I drew the conclusion, that, unless I could raise a question 
of legal right in which the Province of Canada had a direct interest, there was very little 
prospect of any reference to the Judicial Committee, while I felt a very strong conviction 
that no other judgment would be satisfactory on the validity of the Company’s claims, 
or if adverse to the claims of the Province (which, however, I did not believe possible) 
would receive a respectful submission. 

With this impression, I considered that vague and indefinite as the southern 
boundary of the territory mentioned in the Company’s charter is, the limits of the 
Province of Canada in that part are made dependent on it. I observed also, that this 
same boundary had been a matter of lengthened dispute between Great Britain and 
France, finishing only by the treaty of 1763. That at various periods subsequently to 
1670, and to 1750, the Hudson’s Bay Company had been called upon to point out the 
extent of their territorial claims under the charter, and to define the boundary which 
they claimed, and that on no one occasion during all that period had they advanced the 
claim they now insist upon, namely, that the charter gave them the ownership of all 
lands, the water from which flows into the Hudson’s Bay or Straits, and therefore 
extending as far as the head waters of the Red River, and east and west of that stream 
to the sources of its tributaries, though the Ashburton treaty has, of course, disposed of 
so much of that claim as lies south of the 49th parallel of latitude. And I prepared a 
memorandum on the subject, which I forwarded to the Secretary of State for the Colonies 
in a letter, a copy of which letter and its enclosure was transmitted to Your Excellency 
in my despatch of the 8th of May, 1857. 

My object was to place the question on a footing by which the Crown would be 
called upon to determine the boundary between the Colony and Rupert’s Land, as it is 
styled in the charter of 1670, and, for its own information and guidance, would find it 
desirable, I might almost say indispensable, to obtain the advice and opinion of the 
Judicial Committee of the Privy Council. Of the right of the Crown to take this course 
under the Imperial statute 3 and 4 William IV., there can, I apprehend, be no doubt. 
It is treated as clear by Mr. MacQueen, in his “Practice of the House of Lords and 
Privy Council,” and on such a reference, I presume, the Judicial Committee would simply 
make a report, and not pronounce a judgment ; upon which report Her Majesty might 
issue an Order in Council, establishing the boundaries, in virtue of her prerogative royal. 
Such a declaration would, I venture to submit, meet with respect and obedience in all 
Her Majesty’s Courts of Justice. But if there was a shadow of doubt of the full 
authority of such an order, a declaratory Act of Parliament, founded upon it, or upon 
the report of the Judicial Committee, would set the question at rest forever. I thought 
that counsel for the Province, as well as for the Hudson’s Bay Company, would 
be heard, and I did not see how it would be possible to exclude the former from contesting 
the validity of the charter, when it was to be used for the purpose of limiting Canada 
on the north. 

Parliament was opened on the 8th of May, and a Committee of the House of 
Commons was named to continue the enquiry. Before that Committee met, I received, 
(the 12th May) the minute of Your Excellency in Council, of the 27th April preceding, 
which expressed a fixed opinion that no immediate charge should be taken of any territory 
in a form which would throw upon the Province the cost of administration and 
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defence, while in an unsettled state, until the sanction of the Provincial Legislature was 
obtained, and that in the meantime I should see—“ 1st. That Canada should be secured 
the reversion of such territory north and west of Lake Superior as experience may show 
to be fit for settlement, contingent on the opening of such communication from Canada 
as may prove sufficient to allow their future union with the Province. 2nd. That 
immediate steps should be taken by Her Majesty’s Government to prevent the absorption 
of the territory west of Lake Superior by unauthorized emigration from the United 
States. 3rd. That every facility should be secured for enabling Canada to explore and 
survey the territory between Lake Superior and the Rocky Mountains—and if the 
Provincial Legislature should think fit to provide the means of so doing, no obstacle 
should be thrown in the way of the constructing of roads or the improvement of water 
communication, or the promotion of settlement beyond the line supposed to separate 
the territory of the Hudson’s Bay Company from that of Canada.” 

The first meeting of the Committee was on the 15th May, when no business except 
the appointment of the Chairman was transacted. I submitted the names of several 
witnesses whose evidence I thought would be found valuable ; and I received an unofficial 
intimation of the intention of the Committee to call me before them as a witness. I saw 
at once the embarrassing position in which this would place me, for it must have been 
well known that I had no personal knowledge of the territory, and I was therefore 
certain that my opinions and not my knowledge must form the subject of examination, 
and that questions might very easily be put to me, which it would ‘be difficult, bearing in 
mind the restrictive character of my instructions, to answer. I almost determined— 
if the matter were in any way left open to me, asa matter within my own discretion 
—not to appear as a witness, though I felt such a course might be open to great miscon- 
struction, and might create impressions unfavourable to the interests of the Province. 
However, at the meeting of the Committee of 21st May, the chairman expressed his 
opinion that I should be called before them, in which all present apparently concurred, 
and it was formally stated to me that the Committee desired my attendance at their next 
meeting. I took an opportunity, as soon as the Committee broke up, of stating to the 
Chairman my objections ; but (if he felt there was any force in them) he left me no 
reason to doubt that in his opinion I should comply with the expressed desire of the 
Committee. 

In the meantime, however, I had learned, through the public press, that an expedi- 
tion had been set on foot to conduct a geographical survey through a part of the territory 
in question. I addressed a letter on this subject to the Secretary of State for the 
Colonies (16th May, 1857—-separate, No. 5), a copy of which I enclosed to Your 
Excellency in my despatch of the 21st May. To this I received a reply from Mr. 
Merivale, one of the Under-Secretaries of State, bearing date the 25th May, and on the 
27th May I received a reply from Mr. Fortescue, the Parliamentary Under-Secretary 
of State for the Colonies, in reply to my letter of the 6th May, copies of which were 
transmitted by me to Canada, in my despatch of the 29th of the same month. (Separate, 
No. 6). 

oe the 28th day of May I was examined before the Committee. I took particular 
care to have it understood that I had no instructions to appear before them as a witness. 
Examined repeatedly as to my individual opinions on the subjects of enquiry, I could 
not avoid stating what I sincerely thought; but while I felt bound to reply without 
reserve, I was solicitous to impress that I stood alone responsible for such views, that I 
pretended no authority to advance them in the name of the Province, and that they were 
in some instances opposed to what I believed many people in the Province thought. 

I addressed a reply on the 5th June to the letter which I had received from Mr. 
Fortescue on the subject of the suggested reference to the Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council, and in this letter I took occasion to present, as succinctly as possible, the 
points which I thought it most material for the interests of Canada should be treated in 
the Report of the Committee, and disposed of by Parliament. I felt the more impera- 
tively called upon to take this step at once, lest any answer of mine in the course of a 
lengthened examination should give rise to misapprehension as regarded the claims of the 
Province. A copy of this letter was sent by me to the Provincial Secretary in my 
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despatch of the 5th of June. I received on the evening of the 6th of June a note from 
Mr. Labouchere’s private secretary, respecting my official letter of the 5th of June, to 
which I replied on the following Monday, and I forwarded copies of those two notes in 
my despatch to the Provincial Secretary of the 12th of June. 

To this despatch I beg to make especial reference. It contains a reswmé of my 
reasons for pressing the reference to the Judicial Committee ; a statement of the 
boundaries, which, for the present, and without reference to the legal adjudication, I was 
of opinion might answer ; as also a recapitulation of some of the proposals made by me 
for dealing with the questions before the Committee and the Government. 

On the 3rd of July I received a copy of the evidence taken before the Select 
Committee of the House of Assembly, which I immediately transmitted to Mr. Labou- 
chere, as chairman of the Committee. It is printed in the Appendix to the Report of 
that Committee. 

In the meantime (as I learned through private channels of information) the Attorney 
and Solicitor-Generals had been called upon to report their opinion whether the Crown 
could lawfully or constitutionally raise for legal decision all or either of the following 
questions: 1. The validity, at the present day, of the charter of the Hudson’s Bay 
Company ; 2. The validity of the several claims of territorial right, of government, of 
exclusive trade and taxation claimed by that Company; 3. The geographical extent of 
this territorial claim, Supposing it to be well founded to any extent ; and, if the Crown 


questions being raised by the local Government of Canada, acting independently of the 
Crown, or by some private party, in the manner suggested by the law officers in 1850— 
the Crown undertaking to bear the expense of the proceedings, 

I was on the 11th of J uly favoured by Mr. Labouchere with a copy of the report 


1. As to the validity of the charter. The answer in fact is (if I do not misunder- 
stand it), the Crown cannot justly raise this question, because, taking into consideration 
the enjoyment that has been had under the charter, and the recognition made of the 
right of the Company under various Acts, the judgment of any tribunal ought to be in 


applied, it must be deemed invalid, With great submission, this appears to me to savour 
much more of an opinion on what should be a result of a reference, than an opinion on 
the power of the Crown to refer, And, if this be the true sense of the answer, then it 
is difficult to avoid the reflection that such a determination coming from a high and 
impartial tribunal, would carry more weight and conviction with it than an opinion 


2. The answer to the second branch of the inquiry is open, aS appears to me, to 
similar objection. If it be admitted—and the opinion given involves the admission—that 
rights of government, taxation, exclusive administration of justice, or exclusive trade, 
cannot be legally insisted upon by the Hudson’s Bay Company, as having been legally 
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granted by the Crown ; and if, as is notoriously the fact, the Hudson’s Bay Company 
have assumed and asserted all these rights, the answer to the question put ought, I 
humbly conceive, to have been that the Crown could legally and constitutionally raise 
this question for legal decision, instead of anticipating the judgment by an opinion that 
the charter should not be deemed invalid, because it professes to grant those powers, 
inasmuch as to a limited extent those powers may be lawfully used. 

I cannot say the result of the reference, so far, was any matter of surprise to me. 
On whatever grounds the opinion might be rested, I had, as I have already stated, 
satisfied myself that there would be no facility afforded for raising either of these 
questions, and I was the more fully satisfied that I had taken a right course in submitting 
a proposition which it was impossible to negative on any such reasoning as the report 
contains in regard to the first two questions. 

Even on that proposition, however, the opinion given hardly appears to me to afford 
a full answer. 

I concede fully that the Crown could not, of its inherent authority, and by any 
mere commard, bring the Province of Canada and the Hudson’s Bay Company, as two 
contending parties, before the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council to submit their 
respective claims for final decision. For this purpose the consent of both parties would 
be indispensable. But I fail to perceive, and on this point the opinion throws no light, 
that the Crown could not obtain the opinion and advice of the Judicial Committee upon 
all the existing facts as to the boundaries between Canada and the territories of the 
Hudson’s Bay Company, supposing their claim ‘to be well founded to any extent,” and 
that such opinion and advice might be made the foundation for determining those 
boundaries, with the aid, if requisite, of a declaratory Act of Parliament. It has not yet 
been denied on any hand that the Crown can legally and constitutionally take that course, 
and I continue to think this is a more safe and will be a more satisfactory mode of 
determination than a quasi-judicial enquiry, in which the Province of Canada is to be 
made to assume the position of a plaintiff in ejectment, and in that character to prove a 
title to turn the Hudson’s Bay Company out of an imaginary possession. 

The Committee held their last sitting for the examination of witnesses on the 23rd 
June. Their next meeting was on the 20th July, with closed doors, and so their meetings 
continued until their report was finally adopted. Before this I had several interviews 
with Mr. Labouchere, in which, among other things, the opinion of the law advisers of 
the Crown was spoken of. These interviews, as I was informed by a letter of Mr. Under- 
Secretary Merivale, rendered it unnecessary, in Mr. Labouchere’s opinion, to address any 
reply to my letter of the 8th July. The substance of what took place at these interviews 
is contained in my last despatch to the Provincial Secretary. I felt it right to send a 
copy of this letter without delay to Mr. Labouchere in order that he might be fully 
aware in what light I viewed, and how I had understood, what passed between us. It 
will be observed that Mr. Labouchere made no direct proposition to me founded on the 
report of the law advisers of the Crown. On the contrary, so far as I could understand, 
though I may be in error, I thought him much more desirous of seeing the points in 
doubt or dispute settled by some compromise than of having them left for legal adjudica- 
tion, while I represented that a determination of the rights conferred by the charter 
would tend to facilitate the settlement of the other questions which were raised. I had 
the opportunity of again pressing the necessity that I thought existed, that the authority 
of the Hudson’s Bay Company should at once be put an end to, over such portions of the 
territory as might be ceded to Canada. And I took occasion, when the question of 
compensation to the Company was referred to, to state my unqualified opinion that 
Canada would never consent to pay any portion of it. 

The report of the Committee confirms my early impression of the opinions enter- 
tained as to the future government of Vancouver’s Island and the territory west of the 
Rocky Mountains. The importance of Vancouver’s Island seems to be fully estimated, 
and the necessity of administering its government and providing for its settlement 
otherwise than by the agency of the Company. That colony is also viewed as the most 
convenient head-quarters for settlements on the adjacent mainland, especially about 
Frazer's River and Thompson’s River (on or near-which it is said there are indications of 
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gold), and generally as far as the Rocky Mountains. The distance, judging from maps, 
and taking a direct line without reference to the difficulties of communication and 
necessary divergencies, by rivers and lakes, are from Victoria, on Vancouver’s Island, to 
the junction of the Frazer and Thompson Rivers, 180 miles; thence to Fort Thompson, 
80 miles ; thence to Mount Brown, 170 miles; thence to Red River, at Fort Garry, near 
900 miles; and thence to Fort William, 300 miles, or 500 miles if the canoe route is 
followed. The Frazer River empties itself opposite the south-easterly part of Vancouver’s 
Island, a little to the north of the 49th parallel. The parts of this country best fitted by 
climate and soil for agricultural settlement, as well as the points where it was asserted 
gold had been discovered, were, according to the evidence of Mr. Cooper, situated upon 
these rivers. They are also not far from the boundary line of Oregon. The greater 
facilities of obtaining information and of speedy communications and intervention (if 
intervention were necessary), from Vancouver’s Island to these rivers and the country 
they drain, had very great influence on the minds of those who were of opinion the 
settlement and protection of these parts of the territory should be managed by the 
Government of that Colony. On the other hand, there were those (and I understand 
Mr. Roebuck to be strongly of that opinion) who thought that the territory lying 
between the Province of Canada and the Pacific far too extensive to be united to Canada 
and Vancouver's Island, but that it should be divided into several colonies to be settled 
under the authority of the British Crown, with local Governments which might in time 
form part of a confederacy of the British possessions on the North American continent, 
maintaining their connection with the British Empire. 

There were not wanting some who would have been disposed to cede to this Province 
the territorial right of the Crown on condition that Canada should relieve Great Britain 
of all future charge of its government, defence and administration, and take upon its own 
resources the burden of any arrangement which the claims of the Hudson’s Bay Company 
might give legitimate rise to. The express instructions I had in no way to pledge the 
Province to incur any expenditure until the sanction of the Provincial Parliament was 
obtained, was sufficient without any other reason to prevent my entering upon this topic, 
to which, I may be permitted to add, I saw what appeared to me to be the gravest 
objections. I refer to these matters in connection with the amendments which were 
made in the draft report first submitted to the Committee, to show that there was a wide 
difference of opinion in that body as to the best mode of dealing with the subject under 
consideration. 

The recommendation of the report was in effect :— 

Ist. That the Province should be free to annex to her territory such portions of the 
land in her neighbourhood as may be available to her for the purposes of settlement— 
with which lands she is willing to open and maintain communication, and for which she 
will provide the means of local administration. The districts on the Red River and the 
Saskatchewan are those particularly referred to, and the recommendation, therefore, 
involves the giving to Canada power to assume the whole of the extensive territory 
bounded on the south by the United States, and on the west by the Rocky Mountains, 
and as far north as the soil and climate fit for agricultural settlement extends, leaving to 
Her Majesty’s Government to effect any necessary arrangements with the Hudson’s Bay 
Company, whose authority over the country annexed to Canada would entirely cease. 

2nd. The reassuming by the Imperial Government of Vancouver's Island, and the 
making provision for developing the natural resources of that colony, and extending it 
over any portion of the continent to the west of the Rocky Mountains, on which per- 
manent settlement may be found practicable. 

3rd. Subject to these recommendations, the continuance of the privilege of exclusive 
trade to the Hudson’s Bay Company. 

On this latter recommendation I would remark, that for the reasons set forth in my 
despatch of the 27th March, 1857, I thought temporary renewal of the license of exclusive 
trade would be advisable. It also appeared to me, that to throw that trade at once and 
unreservedly open, would be, in effect, to give an immediate advantage to the fur traders 
from the United States, while its benefit to the people of Canada was remote and con- 
tingent. For the former, with establishments near the frontier (at Pembina, for instance) 
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already obtaining a considerable number of furs from the British territory, would be ready 
at once to extend their operations—to enter into active arrangements with the half-breeds 
and Indians, and to lay the foundation for an immediate connection with them, and so to 
gain a start of our own people that must be extremely disadvantageous to the latter. 
And there is a further danger, the apprehension of which arises from an answer given 
by the Right Hon. Edward Ellice, in his examination before the Committee, when he 
says in reference to the “servants” of the Hudson’s Bay Company in the interior, 
‘“‘Even if it was necessary, and if the attempt were made to deprive them” (as, for 
instance, by taking away the exclusive right of trade) “of what are, in short, their sole 
means of existence, they would find means, either by communication with America or 
somewhere else” (possibly Russia, whose possessions join the British territories on the 
north), ‘‘to carry on the trade and exclude every other party.” This warning or covert 
menace (for it is capable of that construction, though unintentionally) from a gentleman 
who must know the disposition of those of whom he speaks, and the influence their inter- 
course with the Indians has given them, is not to be overlooked, and it will not have the 
less point and significance when it is remembered that though settlements within the 
Oregon Territory had been formed under the protection of the Hudson’s Bay Company’s 
“servants ;” and though that Company had no chartered rights there, but only such 
privileges as the exclusive right of trade gave them ; yet when the Ashburton Treaty was 
made, and the north branch of the Columbia River yielded up to the United States, the 
transfer of these settlements created no difficulty, while an article was inserted into the 
treaty by which the possessory rights of the Company were to be respected, under which 
article the Company have now a great claim in discussion ‘before the Congress, for 
indemnity for the surrender of their possessory rights.” These reflections are calculated 
to add to the importance of interposing a body of British settlers between the line of 49° 
north, and the most valuable fur-bearing country, before the privilege of exclusive trade 
is entirely abrogated, and strengthen the suggestions offered in favour of a temporary 
renewal of the license for exclusive trade. 

The report points also to the necessity of making communications to the Govern- 
ment of Canada—as well, I apprehend, on the subject of boundary, as respecting such 
other arrangements for the settlement and administration of the territory as may be 
deemed expedient. Its language and expression evince a disposition to sustain and 
advance the welfare of the Province, and to strengthen its position as a part of the 
British Empire. 

I cannot better conclude this report than by recapitulating the points which, appear- 
ing to me to come within the scope of my instructions, seemed to be of the greatest present 
importance, and were presented by me in that light in my communications with the Home 
authorities. 

1. The determination of the proper limits between Canada and the territories (what- 
ever they may he) belonging to the Hudson’s Bay Company. 

2. The marking out the boundary between the possessions of Great Britain and the 
United States to the Pacific. 

3. The adoption of measures to protect the possessions of the Crown from intrusive 
settlement. 

4. The granting to Canada, for a fixed period, powers to explore and survey, to open 
communications by land and water, and to lay out and settle townships to become, as fast 
as they are laid out and settled, integral portions of the Province, and, over the territory 
in which Canada is to possess these powers, to abrogate at once every right and privilege 
of the Hudson’s Bay Company, excepting the right to their factories and other buildings 
erected within the same, with a sufficient portion of land immediately attached to such 
factories, etc., necessary for their convenient enjoyment and occupation. 

5. The making a provisional arrangement for the government of the Red River 
Settlement entirely independent of the Hudson’s Bay Company, until that settlement can 
be incorporated with the Province of Canada. 

6. The reservation to the Crown of a power to lay out a line of railway, and to use 
all lands necessary for that purpose throughout the whole territory to the Pacific Ocean. 

All which is respectfully submitted. 

W. H. Draper. 
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THe Unper-SECRETARY TO THE GOVERNOR OF THE Hupson’s Bay Company.* 


Downine SrTrReet, 
January 20, 1858. 


Sir,—Her Majesty’s Government have had under their consideration your letter of 
the 22nd December, 1856, containing an application on behalf of the Governor and 
Committee of the Hudson’s Bay Company, for a renewal of their license for exclusive 
trading with the Indians in the North-Western Territories of America. They have 
also, since the receipt of that letter, paid full attention to the Report of the Select 
Committee of the House of Commons appointed during the last Session of Parliament 
to consider the state of the Britissh Possessions under the administration of the Hudson’s 
Bay Company, and I have now to acquaint you, by direction of Mr. Secretary Labouchere, 
with the result of their deliberations on the whole subject. 

2. They are disposed to advise Her Majesty to execute the powers vested in her by 
the Act 1 and 2 Geo. IV. ¢. 66, by renewing the existing license of the Hudson’s Bay 
Company for the further term of twenty-one years from its approaching expiration on 
the 30th May, 1859, on the following conditions : 

3. The reservation, as in the present license, of any territories which may be 
formed by Her Majesty’s Government into colonies. 

4. Vancouver’s Island to be exempted from the license as already constituted into 
a colony. On the subject of this Island I am to refer you to another letter of even 
date herewith, in which the views of Her Majesty’s Government in relation to it are 
communicated to you. 

I am further to state that Her Majesty’s Government consider it very desirable to 
ascertain, by the decision of some competent authority, the boundary between the Pro- 
vince of Canada and the Territories claimed by the Company under their charter. 

5. It has been suggested by Her Majesty’s law advisers that this might be effected 
through the intervention of the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council on their being 
moved to entertain the question. You stated in your letter, addressed to me on the 18th 
of July last, that the Directors of the Company were prepared to recommend to their 
shareholders a concurrence in this course. But I have no authority to state that the 
Province of Canada is also prepared to concur in it unless allowed at the same time to 
discuss the farther validity of the charter itself, a question which, on public grounds, 
Her Majesty’s Government do not consider themselves authorized to raise. If, therefore, 
any parties in Canada propose to take measures towards contesting the Company’s rights to 
the full extent before a legal tribunal, Her Majesty’s Government must leave them to take 
that course on their own responsibility. If, on the other hand, Canada thinks it expe- 
dient to agree to the course now proposed, namely, that of trying the question of 
boundary alone with the consent of the Hudson’s Bay Company, Her Majesty’s Govern- 
ment will afford every facility in their power for its determination. It is, therefore, 
Mr. Labouchere’s intention, in the first place, to submit this proposal to the option of 
the colony. 

6. But supposing that no such proceedings were taken, and that the colony declines 
to contest the naked question of boundary in the manner suggested, Mr. Labouchere is 
of opinion that the objects recommended by the Committee may be attained by another 
course. He will then be prepared to propose to Canada, and to the Company, on the 
part of Her Majesty’s Government, as a further condition for the renewal of the license, 
that the Company should surrender to the Crown such portions of the Territory now 
claimed by it under the Charter as may be available to and required by Canada for 
purposes of settlement. 

7. It is stated in the report that the districts likely to be required for early occupa- 
tion are those on the Red River and Saskatchewan. If that should be the case, the 
portion of territory thus generally indicated should be rendered free for annexation to 
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Canada; such annexation to take place, whether in this or any other direction, when 
Canada has made a road or any other line of communication connecting the territory 
she requires, and when Canada has given satisfactory evidence of her intention to take 
steps for laying out townships, and settling and administering the affairs of these dis- 
tricts. Thus the annexation might be gradual in case it should be found to suit the 
convenience of the several parties interested. 

8. For the purpose of ascertaining the satisfactory performance by Canada of the 
terms thus required, the period when such annexation should consequently commence, 
and the manner in which it should be carried into execution, Mr. Labouchere would pro- 
pose the appointment of a Board of three Commissioners, one to be nominated by the 
Province of Canada, one by the Company, and one by Her Majesty’s Government. 

9. The same Board should be authorized to consider and report on the following 
question, namely,—the amount of pecuniary compensation which, under all the circum- 
stances of the case, may become justly payable to the Company in consequence of such 
contemplated annexation, and in respect of property which they may be required to 
surrender. 

10. The Commissioners should be instructed to dispose of further questions connected 
with the transfer which, in the course of these proceedings, it may appear desirable to 
refer to them. 

11. Her Majesty’s Government have further to propose that, if it should at any 
time be made known to them that there is a good reason to believe that mining operations 
or fisheries may be advantageously conducted in any portion of the territory held by the 
Hudson’s Bay Company under their charter, facilities should be afforded to Her Majesty’s 
subjects for engaging in these pursuits within limited districts. For this purpose it 
would be necessary that Her Majesty’s Government should be authorized to grant 
licenses or leases, or in some other manner which may be arranged by mutual consent, to 
place the parties engaged to prosecute such undertakings in possession of the land 
required for the purpose, any territorial rights of the Company notwithstanding. On 
the other hand, it should be fully understood that Her Majesty’s Government will not 
grant any such facilities unless the parties applying for them give to Her Majesty’s 
Government and the Company substantial proof of their competency, and of the bona 
Jide nature of their intentions ; nor unless proper security be taken against the interfer- 
ence of such parties with the fur trade of the Company with the Indians. The mode of 
carrying into execution these arrangements would be matter for subsequent consideration 
if the Company should agree to the principles now suggested. 

12. If the Company should signify through yourself their willingness to consent to 
these proposals, Her Majesty’s Government will proceed forthwith to submit them to the 
Local Government of Canada for their consideration, and in the event of their concur- 
rence, they will be prepared to take the necessary means for carrying them into effect. 


I have, etc., 


H. MERIvALE. 
John Shepherd, Esq. 


Tue GovEeRNOR OF THE Hunpson’s Bay CoMPANY TO THE COLONIAL SECRETARY. * 


Hupson’s Bay Housg, 
21st January, 1858, 


Srr,—I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of Mr. Merivale’s letter of the 
20th instant, communicating the result of the consideration which Her Majesty’s Govern- 
ment had given to my letter of the 22nd December, 1856, and adverting to the full 
attention paid to the report of the Select Committee of the House of Commons, which 
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inquired last session into the state of the British possessions under the administration of 
the Hudson’s Bay Company, detailing the conditions on which Her Majesty’s Govern- 
ment are prepared to advise Her Majesty to renew the existing license for a further term 
of twenty-one years, and informing me that if the Company should signify their willing- 
ness to consent to these proposals, Her Majesty’s Government will proceed forthwith to 
submit them to the local Government of Canada for their consideration, and in the 
event of their concurrence, will be prepared to take the necessary measures for carrying 
them into effect. 

In reply, I beg leave to state, that after full consideration with my colleagues in the 
direction, we shall be prepared to recommend to our proprietary body : 

Ist. To agree to the reservation, as in the present license, of any territories which 
may be formed by Her Majesty’s Government into colonies. 

2nd. To agree to the proposed exception of Vancouver’s Island from the license 5 
and upon this subject we beg to refer you to the answer to the communication which you 
have forwarded to us, conveying the views of Her Majesty’s Government in relation 
thereto. 

srd. We concur in your suggestion that in the event of the Government of Canada 
declining to be a party to the proposed reference of the Boundary question to the Judicial 
Committee of the Privy Council upon the footing which Her Majesty's Government are 
prepared to recommend, and which this Company has already expressed their willingness 
to adopt, the objects recommended by the Committee of the House of Commons may be 
attained by another course, the detailed arrangements of which should be carried out 
under the supervision of three Commissioners, one to be appointed by the Crown, one by 
the Canadian Government, and one by the Hudson’s Bay Company. 

[ trust that the ready acquiescence of the Hudson’s Bay Company in the plan pro- 
posed for meeting the requirements of the Canadian Government, will be accepted as an 
earnest of their desire to be on terms of harmony and friendship with their countrymen 
in Canada. 

4th. In communicating this assent on the part of the Hudson’s Bay Company, it is, 
however, right to notice that the territories mentioned as those that may probably be 
first desired by the Government of Canada, namely, the Red River and Saskatchewan 
districts, are not only valuable to the Hudson’s Bay Company as stations for carrying on 
the fur trade, but that they are also of peculiar value to the Company, as being the only 
source from which the Company’s annual stock of provisions is drawn, particularly the 
staple article of Pemican, a regular supply of which is absolutely necessary to enable the 
officers of the Company to transport their goods to the numerous inland and distant 
stations, and to feed and maintain the people, both European and Indians, stationed 
thereat. It is proper, therefore, that I should draw your attention to the fact that the 
ultimate loss of those districts will most probably involve the Hudson’s Bay Company 
in very serious difficulties, and cause a great increase of expense in conducting their 
trade. The Company assume that the Canadian Government will be responsible for the 
preservation of peace, and the maintenance of law and order in all the territories ceded 
to them, and that they will prevent lawless and dishonest adventurers from infringing - 
from thence the rights of the Company over the remaining portions of their territories. 

Sth. With respect to the eleventh paragraph of your letter, in which it is proposed 
that ‘Her Majesty’s Government should be authorized at any time to grant licenses or 
leases, or in some other manner which may be arranged by mutual consent, to place 
parties engaging to prosecute mining operations or fisheries in possession of the land 
required in any portion of our territory for the purpose, any territorial rights of the 
Company notwithstanding,”—assuming that the principles stated in the 9th paragraph, 
as applicable to cessions to Canada, apply equally to any cessions which may take place 
in virtue of the 11th clause, I beg to state that we shall be prepared to recommend our 
shareholders to concur in this proposal. 

6th. In conclusion, allow me to refer to the sentiments expressed in the fifth and 
last paragraph of my letter of the 18th of July last, as explanatory of the continued 
views of myself and colleagues. We are willing to enter upon a new tenure of our 
engagements under the renewed license, upon being assured of the support of Her 
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Majesty’s Government, and of the cordial co-operation of the neighbouring Government 
of Canada, in maintaining tranquillity and order among the Indian tribes, and protecting 
the frontiers of the whole adjacent British territories from foreign encroachment. 

The interests of the Hudson’s Bay Company, we are convinced, are closely united 
with the real prosperity of Canada, and we trust that the humane and beneficent objects 
of Her Majesty’s Government will prosper under our united exertions. 


I have, etc., 


JOHN SHEPHERD, 
Governor. 


Right Hon. H, Labouchere. 


THE CoLontaL SECRETARY TO THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL. * 


Downine STREET, 
22nd January, 1858. 


S1r,—In sending for your consideration and that of your Council, a correspondence 
which has recently passed between the Directors of the Hudson’s Bay Company and this 
Department (Colonial Office to Hudson’s Bay Company, 20th January, 1858; do. do. 
Hudson’s Bay Company, 21st J anuary, 1858; do. do.) on the subjects embraced by 
the investigation of a Committee of the House of Commons in the last year’s session of 
Parliament, it is not necessary that I should add much to the information which that 
correspondence conveys. 

The relations in which the Company is placed, both towards Canada and towards 
Her Majesty’s Government in this country, have naturally attracted in no common degree 
the attention of the Canadian community, and they were also carefully investigated by 
the Committee to which I have referred. 

It is the anxious desire of Her Majesty’s Government to take the opportunity 
afforded by the approaching termination of the Company’s license of exclusive trade over 

. what is termed the Indian Territory, for placing these relations upon such a footing as 
shall be consonant with justice, and at the same time conducive to the satisfaction and to 
the interests of the great Province under your government. 

It is for the purpose of promoting these objects that I have carried on the corres- 
pondence which I now transmit to you, and I make no question but that it will be con- 
sidered in a similar spirit by the Legislature and people of Canada. 

I do not propose to discuss the question of the validity of the claims of the Company, 
in virtue of their charter, over the whole territory known as Rupert’s Land. Her 
Majesty’s Government have come to the conclusion that it would be impossible for them 
to institute proceedings with a view to raise this question before a legal tribunal, without 
departing from those principles of equity by which their conduct ought to be guided. 
If, therefore, it is to be raised at all, it must be by other parties on their own responsi- 
bility. 

With regard to the question of boundary, as distinguished from that of the validity 
of the charter, Her Majesty’s Government are anxious to afford every facility towards 
its solution, a mode of accomplishing which is indicated in the correspondence, if such 
should be the desire of Canada. 

But I trust that in any case a machinery may be provided through the course now 
proposed which will afford to Canada the means of obtaining any districts which she may 
require for the purpose of settlement, and to which she may be able to afford the benefits 
of administration and protection. The tracts claimed by the Company under its charter 
are conterminous on the north and west with the whole of that great Province which ig 
now united under your government. I therefore look to the gradual aggregation of such 
portions of these tracts as may be found available to that Province which contains within 
2S re eee 
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its limits the noble water communication afforded by the Lakes and the St. Lawrence to 
the Atlantic. 

I recommend this important subject to the early consideration of yourself and your 
advisers. Her Majesty's Government can have no other wish. regarding it than, con- 
sistently with the principles of good faith, to promote the prosperity and consult the 
feelings of the people of Canada in this matter, as well as to provide for the security of 
law and order in these vast regions, in the maintenance of which Canada has herself so 
deep an interest. 


I have, etc., 


H. LasoucHere. 
Governor the Right Honourable Sir E. W. Head, Bart., 


etc., etc., etc. 


Mr. GuapMAN* TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE CouNcIL (CANADA).t 


Toronto, 26th March, 1858. 


Str,—Permit me again to offer a few remarks relative to the correspondence 
between the British Colonial Office and Mr. Shepherd, on the affairs of the Hudson’s 
Bay Company. 

In Mr. Shepherd’s letter to Mr. Labouchere, of 21st January, 1858, he observes, 
“Tt is, however, right to notice, that the territories mentioned as those that may probably 
be first desired by the Government of Canada, namely, the Saskatchewan and Red River 
districts, are not only valuable to the Hudson’s Bay Company as stations for carrying on 
the fur trade, but that they are also of peculiar value to the Company, as being the only 
source from which the Company’s annual stock of provisions is drawn, particularly the 
staple article of pemican, a regular supply of which is absolutely necessary to enable the 
officers of the Company to transport their goods to the numerous inland and distant 
stations, and to feed and maintain the people, both Europeans and Indians, stationed 
thereat. It is proper, therefore, that I should draw your attention to the fact, that the 
ultimate loss of those districts would most probably involve the Hudson’s Bay Company 
in very serious difficulties, and cause a great increase of expense in conducting the trade.” 

The object of Mr. Shepherd, in the foregoing statement, appears to be to induce a 
belief that the Company would sustain an immediate pecuniary loss by the occupation of 
the Red River and the Saskatchewan districts as a portion of Canada, and under its juris- 
diction, and that by reason of the Company being deprived of the power to trade or 
buy pemican from the hunters, they would be placed in circumstances of difficulty and 
expense. 

It need scarcely be observed that the object of immigrants into that country, from 
Europe, Canada, or other places, being settlement and the cultivation of the soil, their 
farming operations could not materially interfere for some years to come with the pro- 
viding of the staple article of “pemican” by the Hudson’s Bay Company, upon which 
so much stress is laid by Mr. Shepherd. If my understanding of the question is correct, 
the desire of Canada is the extinction of the monopoly or exclusive rights of the Com- 
pany in every portion of territory under Canadian rule, and the admission of the people 
of Canada to carry on business operations at Red River, the Saskatchewan, or any other 
portion of British North America, as freely and as unrestrainedly as they may do in 
Toronto or Montreal. It is not, I presume, the desire of Canada to exclude or prevent 


* (Mr. George Gladman was the gentleman selected as Chief Director of the Canadian Government 
exploring expedition to the Red River country in 1857. See what is stated of him in the first paragraph 
of his instructions, p. 49, ante.—G. E. L.] 
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the Hudson’s Bay Company from carrying on their commercial transactions at the Red 
River or the Saskatchewan, as freely as they now do at Lachine. Equal rights as British 
subjects and merchants is all that is contended for by Canada, and as Canada does not 
seek to deprive the Company of any of their establishments or possessions in the Sas- 
katchewan or Red River districts, there is no good reason for supposing that the Com- 
pany will in any way be debarred from providing as much pemican as they may think 
necessary for carrying on their trade as heretofore. It is evident many years must 
elapse before the cultivable prairie lands will become so occupied by settlers as to inter- 
fere materially with the trading of provisions from the hunters at Saskatchewan, and 
when that time arrives, domesticated animals will take the place of the buffalo. 

The question of pecuniary compensation can, as I conceive, have reference only to 
the right of soil which the Company claim to possess under their Charter, or by purchase 
from the Earl of Selkirk. 

The license of exclusive trade with the Indians by the Company being limited to a 
certain time only, and those territories being reserved to be formed into colonies by Her 
Majesty’s Government whenever it may be considered proper to do so, I apprehend the 
rights of the Company will cease as soon as the present lease expires, and other govern- 
ment than that of the Company is established. 

Another remark made by Mr. Shepherd is this: “The Company assume that the 
Government (Canadian) will be responsible for the preservation of peace, and the main- 
tenance of law and order in all the territory ceded to them, and that they will prevent 
lawless and dishonest adventurers from infringing, from thence, the rights of the Com- 
pany over the remaining portions of their territory.” 

In these observations, the Hudson’s Bay Company assume to treat for the cession of 
certain territories. Asa trading company of British merchants, they assume that the 
Canadian Government will maintain law and order in the territories ceded to them by 
the Company, which territories yet, in point of fact, belong to the natives. It may be 
well here to consider what the present government of the Red River and the Saskatchewan 
districts really is. So far as the uninitiated know of the matter, it is generally under- 
stood to be this: A Governor and a Council appointed by the Hudson’s Bay Company, 
and holding their meetings at the Company’s forts in the Red River Settlement, form the 
entire executive administration. The Governor being also the only legal functionary in 
the settlement, the Company’s legal adviser, the judge, the directors of the Company (in 
London) and their representative, the Governor of Rupert’s Land (residing for the most 
part at Lachine) make all the appointments. Hence it devolves chiefly on “the Governor 
and Council of Assinniboia,” as it isin Hudson’s Bay form expressed, to preserve the 
peace, and to maintain law and order in those districts. Can that government, appointed 
although they be by the Company, and with all the influence of the Company to support 
them—can they prevent adventurers (I will not call them ‘lawless and dishonest,” for 
they are chiefly natives seeking to earn an honest livelihood in their own land) from 
infringing upon the assumed rights of the Company over the other portions of what they 
are pleased to call Rupert’s Land? They cannot, and it would be clearly an impossibility 
for any government established by Canada to prevent natives of that country, or in fact 
any others who might choose to do so, from trading in that extensive territory, wherever 
they might find it most advantageous to do so. Nor can I suppose that a Canadian Goy- 
ernment would for one moment under any circumstances entertain such an idea, 

As is well known, the Hudson’s Bay Company have for years past held leases from 
Government of the King’s Posts and Seigniories in Lower Canada. Have they been able 
to prevent intrusion on the Queen’s domain and infringements of the rights given by these 
leases? No, certainly not ; and what has been their remedy? Recourse by civil action 
to the courts of Canada whenever they were disposed to try the question. And so it will 
and must be in the districts of Red River, when other laws than those of the Hudson’s 
Bay Company shall have been there established. 

Whatever the form of government that may be decided upon, the preservation of 
peace and the maintenance of law and order will, of course, be its legitimate objects. 
There need, however, be no apprehension of any disturbance of the peace, except from 
the officers or servants of the Company, who may take upon themselves to determine (as 
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in the case of Mr. Bannatyne) what is an infringement of the Company’s rights, or an. 
intrusion on the Company’s undefined boundary line, according to their own ideas. It is, 
therefore, in my humble opinion, much to be desired, even for the sake of peace and good 
order, that the whole trade should be free and open to all British subjects. Lhe, 

That it would be requisite, in such case, to place the trade under certain ‘restrictions 
and enactments (as to the introduction of ardent spirits, for instance) is clear, but that 
all in the territory, from the Rocky Mountains to the Hudson’s Bay, whether servants of 
the Hudson’s Bay Company or not, whether at Red River or on the shores of _Hudson’s 
Bay, should be amenable to the jurisdiction of the Red River Government, is equally 
clear, and a measure of necessity and good policy. 

As regards the governing of these territories from or by Canada, the difficulties do 
not appear greater than they are at the present moment, under the rule of the Company. 
The gentleman who fills the office of Governor of Assinniboia is a lawyer from Montreal, 
and it will have been observed by my previous remarks, that the whole machinery of his 
government consists of a Council, acting under instructions from Lachine or from London. 
If the Company can govern these districts in a mode so simple, there is no question but 
that the Canadian Government can devise one equally as simple, or one more efficacious 
and more satisfactory to the mass of the people, especially when the line of intercommu- 
nication between Lake Superior and the Red River will be less difficult than it now is. If 
the lands on the borders of Lake Superior, on the Rainy River, and on Red River, were 
surveyed and laid out in townships for settlement, under the authority of the Govern_ 
ment, and gradual occupation promoted by the opening out of a practicable road, the 
appointment of magistrates, and the establishing of a municipal code similar to that of 
Canada, conferring on the inhabitants the rights of election in their several municipalities 
would be all that the state of the country would require for several years to come. 

Iam confident I speak the sentiments of the Red River people when I say their 
chief desires are, a voice in their own government, and freedom to trade in the best 
markets within their reach. 

I venture to offer these few remarks, suggested by the local knowledge and experience 
acquired in the several positions in which I have been placed, and submitting them to 
your favourable construction as to the motives by which I am actuated. 


I have the honour, etc., 


GEORGE GLADMAN. 
To the Honourable 
The President of the Council. 


Tue Provinctat Secretary To Sir Gzorce Simpson, tox Hupson’s Bay Company’s 
GovERNOR OF Rupert’s Lanp.* 


SECRETARY'S OFFICE, 
Toronto, 14th April, 1858. 


Sir,—I am commanded by his Excellency the Governor-General to state to you, for 
the information of the Honourable Hudson’s Bay Company, that it is the intention of the 
Canadian Government to send another expedition this year into the country in the neigh- 
bourhood of the Red River Settlement, for the purposes of exploration. 

2. The expedition will be divided into two parties, of which one will be under the 
direction of Professor Hind, and the other under that of Mr. Dawson. Both of these 
gentlemen served with the expedition last year, and the latter is still at Red River. 

3. The operations of Mr. Dawson and his party, probably about twenty men, will be 
confined pretty much to the same ground as last year, namely, the route from Fort 
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William to Fort Garry ; while the operations of Professor Hind and his staff will extend 
to the country west of Red River and Lake Winnipeg, and below the Rivers Assiniboine 
and Saskatchewan, as far west as ‘South Branch House.” 

4. His Excellency desires to bespeak through you for the expedition this year the 
same courteous assistance from the officers and servants of the Company on the line of the 
proposed expedition, which was so readily proffered last year, and which was (his Excel- 
lency is informed) so freely extended to all the members of the expedition. 

5. This letter will be delivered to you by Professor Hind, who is about to repair to 
Montreal on business connected with the expedition. 

6. Professor Hind would be glad to be favoured by you with a general letter, 
addressed to the officers in charge of the Company’s posts on the route about to be visited 
by him, requesting them to promote, as far as in their power, the general objects of the 
expedition under his charge. His Excellency desires me to state that he trusts it will be 
an your power to gratify Mr. Hind’s wishes in this matter,as he doubts not it would very 
materially advance the object of the expedition. 


I have the honour, etc., 


T. J. J. Lorancer, 
Secretary, 
Sir George Simpson, 
Governor Hudson’s Bay Company, 
Hudson’s Bay House, 
Lachine, Montreal. 


Sir Georce Simpson To THE ProvincraL SecRETARY.* 


Hupson’s Bay House, 
Lacuine, 23rd April, 1858. 


S1r,—I have the honour to acknowledge your communication, dated 14th instant, 
informing me, by command of his Excellency the Governor-General, of the intention of 
the Canadian Government to send another expedition this year to the neighbourhood of 
the Red River Settlemeat, for the purposes of exploration, and requesting for the expe- 
dition the same assistance from the Hudson’s Bay Company as was rendered to its mem- 
bers last season. 

In reply, I beg to state that your letter was delivered to me in person by Professor 
Hind, to whom I intimated verbally, that it afforded the Hudson’s Bay Company at all 
times great pleasure to render good offices to the Government of Canada, and that such 
assistance as could be given at the Company’s posts to the expedition under his command 
would be freely rendered. 

I have already furnished Professor Hind with the letters of introduction to the 
Hudson’s Bay Company’s officers, which you apply for, and given him the necessary 
authority to obtain canoes and other supplies at Sault Ste. Marie and Fort William. 
The usual equipment of tent and other camp appointments for his use, while travelling in 
the interior, has been provided from the Company’s store. 

Begging you will assure his Excellency the Governor-General that the Hudson’s Bay 
Company will forward the objects of the exploring expedition with the same cordiality 
with which they are ever anxious to co-operate with the Government of this Province, 


I have the honour, etc., 


G. Simpson. 
The Honourable T. J. J. Loranger, 


6tc., ete. 
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ADDRESS OF THE CANADIAN ParLiAMENT TO Her Magzsty, 13rH Avuaust, 1858.* 
To the Queen’s Most Excellent Majesty. 


Most Gracious Sovereign,— 


We, Your Majesty’s most dutiful and loyal subjects, the Legislative Council and 
Assembly of Canada, in Provincial Parliament assembled, humbly approach Your Majesty, 
for the purpose of representing— 

That the approaching termination of the License of Trade granted by Your Majesty’s 
Imperial Government to the Hudson’s Bay Company over the Indian Territories, a portion 
of which, in our humble opinion, Canada has a right to claim as forming part of her terri- 
tory, renders imperative the adoption of such measures as may be necessary to give effect. 
to the rights of the Province, and presents a favourable opportunity for obtaining a final 
decision on the validity of the Charter of the Company, and the boundary of Canada on 
the north and west. 

That Canada, whose rights stand affected by that Charter, to which she was not a 
party, and the validity of which has been questioned for more than a century and a half, 
has, in our humble opinion, a right to request from Your Majesty’s Imperial Government 
a decision of this question, with a view of putting an end to discussions and questions of 
conflicting rights, prejudicial as well to Your Majesty’s Imperial Government as to 
Canada, and which, while unsettled, must prevent the colonization of the country. 

That the settlement of the boundary line is immediately required, and that therefore 
we humbly pray Your Majesty that the subject thereof may be forthwith submitted for 
the opinion of the Judicial Committee of Your Majesty’s Privy Council, but without 
restriction as to any question Canada may deem it proper to present on the validity of 
the said Charter, or for the maintenance of her rights. 

That any renewal of the license to trade over the Indian Territories should, in our 
humble opinion, be granted only upon the conditions that such portions thereof, or of the 
other territories claimed by the Company (even if their Charter be held valid), as may be 
required from time to time to be set apart by Canada, or by Your Majesty’s Government, 
into settlements for colonization, should, as so required, be withdrawn from under any 
such license and the jurisdiction and control of the said Company; and that Your 
Majesty’s Government, or the Governor-General in Council, should be permitted to grant 
licenses to trade in any portions of the said territories while held by or in occupation of 
the said Company, upon such conditions for the observance of law and the preservation 
of the peace, for the prohibition or restriction of the sale of ardent spirits, for the protec- 
tion of Indian tribes from injury or imposition, and with such other provisions as to Your 
Majesty’s Government, or to his Excellency in Council, may seem advisable. 

That in our humble opinion Canada should not be called upon to compensate the 
said Company for any portion of such territory from which they may withdraw, or be 
compelled to withdraw, but that the said Company should be allowed to retain and dispose 
of any portion of the lands thereof on which they have built or improved. 

All which we humbly pray Your Majesty to take into Your Majesty’s gracious and 
favourable consideration. 
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RESOLUTIONS, MOVED By Mr. W. McD. Dawson, 1n THE LeaisLaTive ASSEMBLY, 
Canapa, 13TH Avucust, 1858, IN AMENDMENT TO THE RESOLUTIONS FOR THR 
FOREGOING ADDRESS. NEGATIVED ON A VOTE OF 42 To 23.* 


1. Resolved, That Canada, or New France, as originally known and recognized by 
European nations, had no limit towards the north except the Frozen Sea, and no limit 
towards the west except the Pacific Ocean. 

2. esolved, That a Charter was granted by King Charles the Second of England, in 
1670, to certain parties as ‘The Merchants Adventurers of England, trading to Hudson’s 
Bay,” which, although neither the grantor nor the British people knew anything, at 
that time, of the interior of the country about Hudson’s Bay, nevertheless precluded the 
Company from entering upon the possessions of France; the Charter thus bearing upon 
its face a doubt of the extent, or indeed the existence, of the title it professed to convey, 
and a knowledge of the fact that the right to the country, even on the shores of Hudson’s 
Bay (which only was then known to England), was, in whole or in part, vested in France. 

3. Lesolved, That from the first moment the intrusion of the Hudson’s Bay Company 
became known to France, or to the Canadian authorities of that day, it was forcibly and 
for the most part successfully resisted, though in a time of peace between Great Britain 
and France. 

4. Resolved, That by the Treaty of Peace concluded at Ryswick, in 1697, between 
Great Britain and France, most of the places situate on Hudson’s Bay were recognized as 
belonging to France, while the claims of the two nations to the remaining places were to 
be determined by commissioners respectively appointed for that purpose, who, however, 
never met for the object contemplated. 

5. Lesolved, That by the Treaty of Peace concluded at Utrecht, in 1713, the whole 
of Hudson’s Bay (saving the rights of the French occupants down to that period) was 
ceded by France to Great Britain, but without defined limits, which were also to be 
determined by commissioners, who, however, in like manner, never met for the purpose. 

6. Kesolved, That the extent of the actual possession, by each of the two nations, 
affords, therefore, for the next fifty years, the true basis of their respective rights, unaf- 
fected by the various propositions, not based upon the treaty, but conventionally made or 
rejected by the one or the other. 

7. Resolved, That during the said period the possession of Great Britain, through 
the medium of the Hudson’s Bay Company, was confined to the shores of Hudson’s Bay, 
or extended a very short distance inland, while France was in possession of the interior 
countries to the south and west, including the Red River, Lake Winnipeg, the Sas- 
katchewan, ete. 

8. Hesolved, That by the Treaty of Paris, in 1763, Canada was ceded by France, as 
then possessed by her, to Great Britain, reserving to the French inhabitants all the rights 
and privileges of British subjects—a provision made specially applicable to the Western 
Territories (then the great seat of the fur trade) by the capitulation of Montreal. 

9. Kesolved, That Canadians, alike of British and French origin, continued the fur 
trade on a large and increasing scale, from 1763 to 1821, by the Ottawa, Lake Superior, 
the Saskatchewan, etc., west to the Pacific Ocean, and by the McKenzie River north to 
the North Sea. 

10. Fesolved, That in 1774, the Hudson’s Bay Company, exercising the undoubted 
right of British subjects, also entered upon the Saskatchewan and other parts of the 


* Journals, Legislative Assembly, Canada, 1858, p. 1026. The yeas and nays, appearing at p. 1028 of 
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Canadian Territory ceded by the Treaty of Paris, and carried on the fur trade there, 
though on a lesser scale than the North-West Company of Canada. 

1l. Resolved, That, about the year 1812, the Hudson’s Bay Company, under the 
auspices of the Earl of Selkirk, set up the pretence that the countries on the Red River,. 
the Saskatchewan, etc., and the jurisdiction thereof, belonged to them in virtue of their 
Charter of 1670, and attempted practically to enforce this view by the expulsion of the 
North-West Company, which, however, they failed to effect, and in the attempt to do 
which the decisions of the Imperial and Canadian authorities were ‘uniformly adverse to 
their pretensions. 

12. Resolved, That after a protracted struggle between the two Companies, they 
united in 1821, and obtained a joint lease from the Imperial Government of the “Indian 
Territories.” 

13. Kesolved, That under this lease the two Companies —uniting upon the policy of 
the Hudson’s Bay Company—have since carried their trade through Hudson’s Bay, 
allowing the cheaper and more advantageous route by the St. Lawrence to fall into disuse, 
to the serious detriment of the resources of Canada, to which the fur trade had always 
been a source of great wealth. 

14. Resolved, That the said “Indian Territories” being without any specific terri- 
torial designation, the Company have taken advantage of this circumstance to disseminate 
such views as were most suitable to their own objects; publishing maps and creating 
territorial divisions, upon paper, alike inconsistent with all authority, contrary to his- 
torical facts, adverse to geographical association, and even in direct contradiction to the 
terms of the Statute under which their lease is held ; and by these means they have suc- 
ceeded in imposing upon the people of Canada so as to exclude them from a lucrative 
trade which, in fact, there is no lease, charter, or law to prevent them from prosecuting. 

15. Resolved, That, therefore, the Hudson’s Bay Company under their Charter (in 
itself held by eminent jurists to be invalid and unconstitutional, void, also, as this House 
believes it to be, on the ground that the countries it professes to grant belonged at that 
period to France) cannot, by virtue thereof, in any event, claim the interior countries on 
Lake Winnipeg and the Saskatchewan ; and under their lease of the Indian Territories 
can claim the exclusive trade of such countries only as they may prove to be no part of 
Canada. 

16. Resolved, That this House maintains the right of the people of this Province to 
enter upon and freely to trade in that part of Canada, or Nouvelle France, as originally 
known, on Hudson’s Bay, ceded by France to Great Britain in 1713 ; and, independently 
of the ownership thereof having been in France previous to 1670, denies the existence of 
any constitutional restriction to preclude them from enjoying the rights of British subjects 
in that or any other British territory. 

17. Resolved, That, by the Treaty of Paris, the Mississippi necessarily became the 
westerly boundary of the then southerly part of Canada (now part of the United States), 
because France retained the west bank of that river from its source downwards ; but the 
territory lying north of the source of the Mississippi, thence west, forming the northerly 
boundary of Louisiana, previously possessed by France, and so ceded by the said treaty, 
this House claims (save in so far as it has since been relinquished to the United States) 
as an integral part of Canada, without any westerly limit except the Pacific Ocean. 

18, Resolved, That a joint address of the two Houses of Parliament be presented to 
Her Majesty, founded upon the above resolutions, and praying that, in consideration of 
the injurious consequences to the trade and general interests of this Province resulting 
from the indefinable nature of the “Indian Territories,” under cover of which the lessees 
have been enabled to create a monopoly in localities not legally affected by their lease of 
the said territories, Her Majesty may be graciously pleased to refuse any renewal of such 
lease to the Hudson’s Bay Company; and further, that Her Majesty may be pleased to 
sanction no Act by which the existing territorial rights of jurisdiction of this Province 
would be affected. 
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THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL TO THE COLONIAL SECRETARY. * 


GOVERNMENT Housz, 
Toronto, August 16, 1858, 


Srtr,—I have the honour to enclose a Joint Address from the Legislative Council and 
Assembly of Canada, to Her Majesty the Queen, on the subject of the Territory of the 
Hudson’s Bay Company, which I request may be laid at the foot of the Throne. 


I have, etc., 


Epmunp Heap. 
The Right Honourable 
Sir E. B. Lytton, Baronet, 
Wei, GW Gwe, 


Report or A CoMMITTEE OF CouNcIL, CANADA, DATED 4TH SEPTEMBER, 1858, APPROVED 
BY THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL ON THE 9TH SEPTEMBER, 1858.* 


The Committee of Council respectfully recommend that the Resolutions passed by the 
Legislative Council and the Legislative Assembly, and the Joint Address thereon of both 
Houses, on the subject of the Hudson’s Bay Territory, be urged upon the attention of the 
Imperial Government, by such members of the Executive Council as may be in London 
during tunis present autumn ; and that, at the same time, the importance of opening a direct 
line of communication, by railway or otherwise, from Canada through the Red River and 
Saskatchewan Territories, to Fraser’s River and Vancouver’s Island, be brought by them 
under the notice of the Imperial authorities. 


Certified. 


Wm. H. Leg, 
Clerk C. E. C. 


THe GOVERNOR-GENERAL TO THE COLONIAL SECRETARY, * 


QUEBEC, September 9, 1858, 


Srr,—I have the honour to enclose a Copy of a Minute of the Executive Council of 
Canada, approved by myself this day, respecting the Joint Address of both Houses of the 
Provincial Legislature, on the subject of the Hudson’s Bay Territory, and the questions 
connected therewith. 

I fully concur with my Council in the importance of this matter, and would press its 
consideration on Her Majesty’s Government. 


I have, etc., 


EpMUND HEap. 


The Right Honourable 
Sir E. B. Lytton, Baronet, 
etc., etc., ete. 
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OOOO SSS SSS SSS ————— 
THE COLONIAL SECRETARY TO THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL. * 


Downineé STREET, 26th October, 1858. 


Sir,—I have to acknowledge the receipt of your despatch, No. 117, of the 9th Sep- 
tember, enclosing a Copy of a Minute of the Executive Council of Canada, respecting 
the Joint Address of the Provincial Legislature, relative to the Hudson’s Bay Territory, 
and the questions connected therewith. 

This important subject will not fail to receive the careful consideration of Her 
Majesty’s Government. 


I have, etc., 
E. B. Lytton. 


Governor Sir Edmund Head, 
GUC) | CLE CUE, 


Tue Deputy Governor or THE Hupson’s.Bay Company To THE COLONIAL SECRETARY.* 


Hupson’s Bay House, 
12th October, 1858. 


ae SIR,— With reference to a communication addressed to me, under date of the 3rd 
ultimo, the receipt of which I had the honour to acknowledge on the 7th of that month, 
I beg now to state that this Company can only re-assert their right to the privileges 
granted to them by their Charter of Incorporation, the extent and nature of which they 
have already fully explained in the papers which will be found amongst those printed by 
order of Parliament. I refer particularly to a letter addressed by Sir J. Henry Pelly to 
Earl Grey, dated 13th September, 1849, enclosing a paper entitled “Statement of the 
Rights as to Territory, Trade, Taxation, and Government, claimed and exercised by the 
Hudson’s Bay Company, on the Continent of North Americi,” and marked No. 2, among 
the papers on the affairs of the Hudson’s Bay Company, printed by order of the House of 
Commons, on the 12th of July, 1850. 

This Company cannot, therefore, be a consenting party to any proceeding which is to 
call in question rights so long established and recognized, but they will, of course, be pre- 
pared to protect themselves against any attempt that may be made on the part of the 
Canadian authorities to deprive them, without compensation, of any portion of the terri- 
tory they have so long been in possession of. 


IT have, etc., - 


H. H. Berens, ™ 
Deputy-Governor. 
The Right Honourable 
Sir E. Bulwer Lytton, Baronet, 
etc., etc., etc. 


THE UNDER-SECRETARY TO THE Deputy Governor oF THE Hupson’s Bay Company. * 


Downine Street, 3rd November, 1858. 


Sir,— I am directed, by Secretary Sir E. B. Lytton, to acknowledge the receipt of your 
letter of the 12th October. 
Sir E. Lytton will not conceal the disappointment and regret with which he has 
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received that communication, containing, if he understands its tenor correctly, a distinct 
refusal on the part of the Hudson’s Bay Company, to entertain any proposal with a view 
to adjusting the conflicting claims of Great Britain, of Canada, and of the Company, or to 
join with Her Majesty’s Government in affording reasonable facilities for the settlement 
of the questions in which Imperial, no less than Colonial, interests are involved. 

It is Sir E. Lytton’s anxious desire to come to some equitable and conciliatory 
arrangement by which all legitimate claims of the Hudson’s Bay Company should be fairly 
considered with reference to the Territories or the privileges they may be required to sur- 
render ; but if the decision as conveyed in your letter, be regarded as final, all power to 
facilitate such an arrangement is withdrawn from his hands. 

By that decision, Sir E. Lytton sees with regret, that a process of temperate and 
amicable enquiry and adjudication must be exchanged for a legal conflict, where all parties 
concerned will be brought into antagonistic and even hostile relations, and where it is 
manifest that the terms of compensation, compromise, and mutual convenience, which Her 
Majesty’s Government would, under other circumstances, have been able to negotiate, 
must become far more difficult of attainment, if not actually unattainable. 

Unsatisfactory as this result would be, Sir E. Lytton will not feel at liberty to decline 
it. He desires that the Hudson’s Bay Company should distinctly understand, that, in his 
opinion, the time for arriving at some authoritative definition of conflicting claims can no 
longer be postponed with safety, or in justice to public interests ; and both Canada and the 
British Parliament might justly complain of further and unnecessary delay. But before 
deciding finally upon the course to be pursued, he desires to place once more the question 
before the Hudson’s Bay Company, with a sincere hope that on a further consideration 
they may see the expediency of modifying the determination which your letter announced. 

Where on all sides interests so great and various are concerned, the wisest and most 
dignified course will be found, as Sir E, Lytton has on previous occasions pointed out, in 
an appeal to, and a decision by, a Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, with the con- 
currence alike of Canada and of the Hudson’s Bay Company. 

If the adoption of such a procedure be advantageous to the interests of all parties 
concerned, Sir Edward cannot but think it would be particularly for the interest of the 
Hudson’s Bay Company. 

It would afford a tribunal pre-eminently fitted for the dispassionate consideration of 
the questions at issue; it would secure a decision which would probably be rather of the 
nature of an arbitration than of a judgment; and it would furnish a basis of negotiation 
on which reciprocal concession and the claims for compensation could be most successfully 
discussed. 

In such an event, Sir E. Lytton would be prepared to agree that the Company, if 
they succeed in maintaining the full rights which they claim, should be indemnified against 
the costs, and that in any other result it should be understood that each party should bear 
its own expenses incident to the proceeding. 

It is not for Sir E. Lytton to dictate to the Company the course which they should pur- 
sue, but I am to place distinctly before them his own intentions, and to leave them to decide. 

Tf, on the one hand, the Company will meet Sir E. Lytton in finding the solution for 
a recognized difficulty, and will undertake to give all reasonable facilities for trying the 
validity of their disputed Charter, they may be sure that they will meet with fair and 
liberal treatment, so far as Her Majesty’s Government are concerned ; but if, on the other 
hand, the Hudson’s Bay Company persist in declining these terms, and can suggest no 
other practicable mode of agreement, Sir E. Lytton must hold himself acquitted of further 
responsibility to the interests of the Hudson’s Bay Company, and will take the necessary 
steps for closing a controversy too long open, and for securing a definite decision which is 
due to the material development of British North America, and the requirements of an 
advancing civilization. 

It is only fair to add, that in such case the renewal of the exclusive license to trade 
in any part of the Indian Territory, a renewal which could only be justified to Parliament 
as part of a general arrangement, adjusted on the principles of mutual concession, must 


become impossible. 
I have, etc., 


Captain Berens. CARNARVON. 
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THE Deputy-Governor or THE Hupson’s Bay Company TO THE COLONIAL SECRETARY.* 


Hupson’s Bay Housz, 
10th November, 1858. 


Str,—I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of Lord Carnarvon’s letter of 
the 3rd instant, to which I now beg to reply, as I am anxious that the views and inten- 
tions of this Company should not be misunderstood. 

In the year 1850 a correspondence passed between the Colonial Office and this Com- 
pany in reference to the objections raised by certain parties in regard to the validity of the 
rights claimed by this Company under their Charter, and, under date of the 24th January, 
1850, Mr. B. Howes, by desire of Lord Grey, transmitted to Sir H. Pelly, the thenGovernor 
of this Company, a copy of a letter proposed to be addressed by his Lordship to Mr. Isbister, 
the person bringing forward the complaints referred to. In answer to that communica- 
tion, the Secretary of this Company, under date the 29th January, 1850, stated that there was 
nothing in the letter so proposed to be addressed to Mr. Isbister, to which the Directors 
of the Company had the least objection. 

At that period the consent of this Company was not asked, and the Law Officers of 
the Crown stated as their opinion that the proper mode for raising the question for dis- 
cussion would be to embody in a petition to the Queen, any complaints urged against the: 
Company ; and they recommended that any such petition should be referred by Her 
Majesty to the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council. On that occasion it was dis- 
tinctly stated that the petition must be confined to the subject to which the resolution of 
the House of Commons of 5th July, 1849, extended—that subject being an inquiry into 
the legality of certain powers claimed and exercised by the Hudson’s Bay Company, under 
their Charter, but not questioning the validity of the Charter itself, 

No petition, however, was then presented, and there the matter rested until the year 
1857, when a select Committee of the House of Commons was appointed “to consider the 
state of the British possessions in America, under the administration of the Hudson’s Bay 
Company, or over which they possessed a license to trade.” 

In the month of July, 1857, a communication was made to this Company by Mr. 
Labouchere, the then Secretary of State for the Colonies, calling the attention of the 
Company to a statement received from the Law Officers of the Crown, having reference 
solely to the question of the geographical extent of the territory claimed by this Company,. 
as included in the grant by their Charter, recommending that the subject should be 
referred to the Privy Council, and stating that this could not be done, except by the con- 
sent of both parties, namely, Canada and this Company. In reply to this communication, 
the Governor of the Company informed Mr. Labouchere, under date 18th J uly, 1857, that. 
the Directors of this Company would be prepared to recommend to their shareholders to 
concur in the course suggested. 

The suggestion now made to the Company, as set forth in the Address to Her 
Majesty from the Canadian Legislature, and to which my letter of the 12th ultimo had 
reference, is that they should give their consent to an inquiry before the Judicial Com- 
mittee of the Privy Council, which inquiry is to involve not merely the question of the 
geographical boundary of the Territories claimed by them, but to challenge also the va- 
lidity of the Charter, and, as a consequence, all the rights and privileges which it professes 
to grant, and which have been exercised by the Company for a period of nearly 200 years. 

If such an inquiry should be gone into in the manner suggested by the Law Officers 
of the Crown, in 1850, the Company will now, as it was then, be prepared to appear on 
that inquiry, in support of their rights, but in that event no consent on their part will be: 
necessary, nor, as I have already observed, was any consent asked for or suggested when 
the former inquiry was contemplated. But if the validity of their Charter itself is to be 
called in question, the Committee feel that in justice to their Shareholders it would be 


payee: for them to be consenting parties to proceedings instituted with such an 
object. 
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The Company has at all times been willing to entertain any proposal that might be 
made to them for the surrender of any of their rights or of any portion of their territory ; 
but it is one thing to consent, for a consideration to be agreed upon, to the surrender of 
admitted rights, and another to volunteer a consent to an inquiry to call those rights in 
question. 

While, therefore, I and my colleagues in the Direction of the Hudson’s Bay Com- 
pany, are anxious to do all that we can, consistently with our duty to our shareholders, 
to meet the wishes both of Her Majesty’s Government and of the Canadian Legislature, 
we feel that we cannot return any answer to your letter of the 3rd instant, than that 
which is conveyed by the letter on the same subject, which I had the honour of addressing 
to you on the 12th ultimo, 


I have, etc., 


H. H. Berens, 
Deputy Governor. 
The Right Honourable Sir E. B. Lytton, Baronet, 
etc., etc., etc. 


THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL AND SOLICITOR-GENERAL (ENnc.) To THE CoLonraL SECRETARY.* 


TEMPLE, 16th December, 1858. 


Srr,—We were favoured with your commands signified in Mr. Elliot’s letter of the 
2nd December inst., in which he stated that with reference to the opinion received from 
us dated the 30th October, ultimo, relative to certain questions pending with the Hud- 
son’s Bay Company, he was directed by you to transmit to us the accompanying copies of 
a correspondence with that Company, and that we should perceive that the Directors of 
the Hudson’s Bay Company decline to be consenting parties to a reference of the pro- 
posed questions respecting the validity and extent of their Charter and respecting the 
geographical extent of their Territory, to the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council. 
Under these circumstances it was understood from our former opinion that no other course 
remains open for trying those questions than a proceeding by scire facias. 

Mr. Elliot was also pleased to state that you inferred from the views which have 
been expressed on the subject by the Government and Parliament of Canada, that the 
Canadian Government will be prepared, if necessary, to take steps for organizing that 
mode of procedure. 

Mr. Elliot, was also pleased to request that we would take these papers into our 
consideration, and favour you with our opinion whether it will be expedient to apply to 
the Government of Canada to take such steps as may be requisite for the purpose of 
commencing the proceeding by scire facias, and, if so, what those steps should be ; or if it 
should be our opinion that there are any difficulties in the way of the commencement of 
that proceeding by the Government of Canada, that we would advise what steps should 
be taken in this country for accomplishing the intended object. 

In obedience to your commands, we have taken these papers into consideration, and 
have the honor to report that the Directors of the Hudson’s Bay Company having declined 
to become parties to the proceeding before the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, 
to which they were invited, we apprehend that the only course open for the determination 
of the questions arising on their Charter, is by scwre facias brought to repeal the Charter, 
as suggested in our report of the 30th October ultimo. 

This proceeding may be instituted by the Canadian Government in the name of any 
individual subject of Her Majesty, and we apprehend it will now be proper to ascertain 
from the Canadian Government whether they are willing and ready to commence such 
proceeding. 
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If the Canadian Government think fit to proceed by scire facias, and to authorize 
some Agent in this country to apply for the writ, there will be no difficulty in obtaining 
the writ ; but we think that, in the first instance, all necessary steps should be taken with 
the aid of their own legal advisers, by the Canadian Government, 


We have, etc., 


Fitzroy Ketty, 


H. H. Carrs. 
Sir E, B. Lytton, etc., etc., etc. 


THE CoLONIAL SECRETARY TO THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL. * 


Downine Street, 22nd December, 1858. 


Str,—I duly received your despatch, No. 106, of the 16th August last, and laid 
before the Queen the Joint Address to Her Majesty, which accompanied it from the Leg- 
islative Council and Assembly of Canada, relative to the Territory of the Hudson’s Bay 
Company. 

The subject of this Address has occupied my careful consideration, and I transmit to 
you the copies of a correspondence respecting it, which has taken place between the Com- 
pany and this Department. 

From this correspondence you will perceive that the Hudson’s Bay Company decline 
to be consenting parties to a reference of questions respecting the validity or extent of 
their Charter to the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, and under these circum: 
stances the Law Advisers of the Crown, whom I have consulted in the matter, have 
stated in an opinion, of which I forward a copy, that the only course open for the determi- 
nation of these questions is by writ of scire facias brought to repeal the Charter. 

I have, therefore, to request that you will submit the accompanying papers to your 
Government, and invite them to take steps to obtain the writ in accordance with the sug- 
gestion of the Law Advisers ; and that you will inform me, as soon as practicable, of the 
course which the Government of Canada may resolve to adopt in this matter. 

Parliament will doubtless meet in the first week of February, and I need not say 


how desirable it would be if Her Majesty’s Government could then be prepared to notify 
the decision of Canada. 


Ihave, etc., 


E. B. Lytton. 


The Right Honourable Sir E. Head, Baronet, 


etc., etc., etc. 


THe UnpDER-SECRETARY TO THE GOVERNOR OF THE Hupson’s Bay ComMPANY. * 


Downine Srreet, 28th J anuary, 1859. 


Sr1r,—With reference to former correspondence on the pending questions between 
Her Majesty’s Government and the Hudson’s Bay Company, I am directed by Secretary 
Sir E. Bulwer Lytton, to request you will inform the Directors of the Hudson’s Bay Com- 
pany, that Her Majesty’s Government, after the maturest consideration, are not prepared 
to grant to the Company a renewal for a term of years of the license of exclusive trade 
which they now enjoy over the Territories of N orth-Western America, but which is not 
claimed under their Charter, and not included in British Columbia. 

At the same time, regard being had to the proximity of the period at which the pre- 
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sent license will expire, namely, in May next, and the injury to the public interest in the 
regions comprised in the license which might in the present state of things arise from its 
termination at that date, Her Majesty’s Government are willing to grant the Hudson’s 
Bay Company a fresh license for one year, to commence from the expiration of the pre- 
sent license. 

I have, etc., 


CARNARVON. 
H. Berens, Esquire. 


THE GOVERNOR OF THE Hupson’s Bay CoMPANY TO THE COLONIAL SEGRETARY.* 


Hupson’s Bay Hovss, 
Lonpon, February 2nd, 1859. 


S1r,—I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of the Earl of Carnarvon’s letter 
of the 28th ultimo, informing me that Her Majesty’s Government are not prepared to 
grant to this Company a renewal, for a term of years, of the license of exclusive trade 
over the Indian Territory, but that they are prepared to grant a fresh license for one year 
commencing from the expiry of the present license. 

The subject being one of deep importance, and requiring the consideration of the 
full Board, the Directors now in London feel that in the absence of the Deputy Governor, 
who is in Scotland, but who is expected to arrive in London to-morrow, they ought to 
postpone coming to a decision until they have been able to consult with him. I have, 
however, called a special meeting of the Committee for Friday next, when the subject 
will be fully considered, and on Saturday, I hope to have the honour of transmitting to you 
the result of their deliberations. 


I have, etc., 
H. H. Berens, 


Governor. 
The Right Honourable Sir E. B. Lytton, Baronet, 
etc., etc. etc, 


THE GOVERNOR OF THE Hupson’s Bay CoMPANY TO THE COLONIAL SECRETARY.* 


Hupson’s Bay Hovss, 
Lonpon, 8th February, 1859. 


Str,—With reference to my letter of the 2nd instant, I have now the honour to 
inform you that I have this day laid before the Board of Directors of the Hudson’s Bay 
Company, the letter addressed to me by Lord Carnarvon on the 28th ultimo. His Lord- 
ship, by your directions, therein informs me, that Her Majesty’s Government are not pre- 
pared to grant to the Company a renewal of the license under the Act of lst and 2nd 
Geo. IV., cap. 66. But regard being had to the expiration of the present license in May 
next, and the injury to the public interests in the region comprised in the license which 
might in the present state of things arise from its termination at that date, Her Majesty’s 
Government are willing to grant to the Hudson’s Bay Company a fresh license for one 
year, to commence from the expiry of the present license. 

The Board direct me respectfully to decline that offer. The acceptance on their part 
of the license for any period of shorter duration than that which has been usually granted 
since the passing of the Act above mentioned, would, in their opinion, only further 
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increase the inconveniences resulting from the state of suspence in which the question has 
been kept for the last two years ; so far from strengthening, it would paralyze their author- 
ity even within their own Territory, from the impression it would create of the approach- 
ing termination of that authority. They do not require, and never have applied for the 
license for the purposes of their trade. The Act passed at their suggestion in 1821 was 
intended for the preservation and maintenance of peace and order in the whole of the 
Indian Territories. These had been grievously compromised by conflicts of the servants 
of rival traders, whose interests were about that time united ; no means are provided in 
the Act for the enforcement of its provisions, so as to give additional protection to the trade. 
The intelligence of the renewal of the license for a year would not even reach a large por- 
tion of the posts of the Company before that period had expired. 

The Board beg respectfully again to bring under your review the whole of the cor- 
respondence and proceedings which have had reference to this subject since their first 
application, dated December 22nd, 1856, for a renewal of the license. 

In consequence of that application, and of the approaching period of the expiration 
of the existing license, the late Secretary of State for the Colonies, Mr. Labouchere, 
referred the matter to the consideration of a Committee of the House of Commons. 
Much evidence was taken before that Committee. The Board, through the medium of 
their late Chairman, Mr. Shepherd, communicated fully their opinions and intentions 
with respect to the past and future interests of the Hudson’s Bay Company, in a letter to 
Mr. Labouchere, dated the 18th July, 1857,* which was laid before that Committee. 
For fear that that letter may have escaped your recollection, they think it essential at 
this moment, to transmit a copy of it for your information ; no change has taken place 
in the situation of the Company, nor in any circumstances connected with their affairs, 
to induce the Directors to change in any respect the course which they have announced to 
Her Majesty’s Government it was their intention to pursue. Nor have they at any time, 
in any subsequent communication, departed, or intended in any respect to depart, from 
the principles on which they then intended, and still intend to act. 

The Board were then as much aware as they are now of the unpopularity attaching 
to the existence of the monopoly. That consideration made it more essential that they 
should weigh with the greatest caution every step in their proceedings which might entail 
further personal responsibility upon them. No monolopy can be upheld on any ground 
short of a conviction of its necessity as the best, if not the only means of accomplishing 
some exceptional object. The Board have therefore entreated that the Government 
might, in the first instance, decide the question of the maintenance or abolition of the 
monopoly, either for the present or for any future purposes for which it may be required. 
If better means can be devised of maintaining order and peace in the Indian country, and 
for the protection of the Indian Tribes from the evils which have hitherto been found 
inseparable from competition in the trade, as well as for the colonization and agricul- 
tural improvement of the Territory, the question of the abolition of the Hudson’s Bay 
Company should only be one of just indemnity to the shareholders for their legal rights and 
interests. 

If, on the other hand, it should be found impossible to devise better means for the 
Government of the country, the hands of the Directors should be strengthened to enable 
them to fulfil the public purposes for which their services have been considered efficient 
and satisfactory for the last forty years; any diminution of the confidence and support 
they have hitherto received from the Government, or even any appearance of it, would 
weaken their power both with Indians and settlers in the country. The above course 
would not be inconsistent with any extension of colonization or settlement which either 
Her Majesty’s Government or the Government of Canada can have in view in that part 
of Her Majesty’s dominions now possessed or occupied by the Company, or with the 
accomplishment of all the objects recommended in the Report of the Committee of the 
House of Commons. : 

The Board lamented to see, and have hitherto abstained from adverting to some 
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expressions in your letter of the 3rd November last, imputing to them unreasonable con- 
duct in not accepting some terms of compromise which it is alleged had been offered to them. 

In that letter it is stated, “that you entertain an anxious desire to come to some equi- 
table and conciliatory arrangement by which all equitable claims of the Hudson’s Bay 


v 


Company should be fairly considered, in reference to the privileges they may be required 
to surrender.” 

Only two propositions have been made to the Board. The first in a letter from Mr. 
Merivale, under date the 20th January, 1858, by which it was proposed to refer the 
question of the Company's boundaries to the Judicial Committee of the Privy Conncil, 
but distinctly stating that Her Majesty’s Government, on public grounds, did not consider 
themselves authorized to raise the question of the validity of the Charter itself, and that 
if any parties in Canada proposed to take measures for that purpose, Her Majesty’s Gov- 
ernment must leave them to take that course on their own responsibility. To that pro- 
position the Board gave their unhesitating consent. The other proposition to this Com- 
pany which was conveyed by your letter of the 3rd September, 1858, and subsequently by 
that of the 3rd November following, was to the effect, that this Company should volun- 
tarily concur in some inquiry having for its object to raise the question of the validity of 
their Charter, and should give facilities for that purpose ; thus altogether repudiating the 
proposition previously received from Her Majesty’s Government, and seeking to do the 
very thing to which on public grounds the Government had previously declined to be a 
party. This latter proposition therefore the Directors could not, in justice to their con- 
stituents, for one moment entertain, and they confidently appeal to all their previous 
communications with Her Majesty’s Government as justifying that refusal. 

Both the present Directors and their predecessors in the management of the affairs 
of the Company, have been advised by lawyers of the first eminence and authority, that 
the grant of their land and Territories by the Crown was indisputable and unavoidable. 
As Trustees, they should feel as little justified in consenting to a reference of the pro- 
prietary rights of their shareholders as in gratuitously disposing of their property. The 
conviction of the Directors of the firm position on which they stand, has not been shaken 
by the opinions of the late Attorney and Solicitor-General, laid before the Committee. 

The Board have heard of no “conciliatory arrangement by which the equitable 
claims of the Hudson’s Bay Company may be fairly considered, in reference to the privi- 
leges they may be required to surrender.” But the Hudson’s Bay Company have invari- 
ably expressed their readiness to comply with the conditions on which the Committee of 
the House of Commons recommended the renewal of the license. 

They are most willing to concede immediately, or gradually, as the same may be 
wanted, for the purposes of actual settlement,portions of their Territories on the Red 
River or Saskatchewan, which may be available for cultivation and settlement, on 
“equitable principles.” They are ready to leave those principles to the decision of Com- 
missioners to be indifferently appointed. They are willing, if it is considered desirable, 
to remain in temporary possession of those parts of the Territories until adequate arrange- 
ments shall be made for their settlement and administration by some other authority, and 
to concede, in the meantime, lands to settlers on such terms as may be recommended by 
Her Majesty’s Secretary of State, and in any other way to assist Her Majesty’s Govern- 
ment in such ulterior views as they may entertain, whether for the purpose of establish- 
ing those territories as an independent colony, or of placing them under the Government 
of Canada. 

The Hudson’s Bay Company have done what was in their power to promote settle- 
ment in such parts of their land as appeared to them most suitable for agricultural 
improvement. They have been careful at the same time not to involve the capital of the 
shareholders in hopeless speculations of this description, Their principal object has 
certainly been the fur trade of the country. They made a grant to Lord Selkirk, who 
established the agricultural settlement of the Red River, and made arrangements with the 
Puget Sound Company for same purpose on the territories beyond the Rocky Mountains. 

When the disorders and troubles broke out in the Red River country, which led to 
the union of the North-West and Hudson’s Bay Companies, and to the passing of the 
Act under which the license of trade was granted, it was thought better to put an end to 


80 CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN COLONIAL OFFICE AND H. B. CO., 1859. 


separate interests, So that the administration both of colony and trade might be conducted 
under one authority. The Hudson’s Bay Company then re-purchased the Red River 
Settlement, and have since endeavoured to encouarge and protect settlers in it. But 
owing to the circumstances of the country, the inclemency of the climate, the remoteness 
of markets, and the difficulty of communication, they acknowledge that their efforts have 
been attended with but little success. 

After the notice given to them in your letter of the 3rd November, of the intention 
wholly to withdraw the license, the Board had taken measures to adapt the administra- 
tion of their affairs to the altered circumstances in which they would then be placed. 
They had decided to diminish their establishments in Canada, and to bring their expendi- 
ture within the strict limits required by their trade. Further arrangements of this 
description will become necessary, if the colony on the Red River is no longer to be 
dependent on their ships and means of conveyance for supplies. 

If, however, the Secretary of State sees fit to reconsider his decision to withdraw 
the license, the Board will willingly endeavour to concur in any measures by which the 
hands of the Government may remain unfettered, with respect to any policy which 
changes in America might hereafter recommend, and the credit and authority of the Com- 
pany might at the same time be maintained. 

For fear of further misunderstanding on that point, they think it right to protect 
themselves, in a suggestion they would respectfully make to Her Majesty’s Government, 
from any supposition that they still desired the renewal of the license for the purposes of 
their trade. It is certainly very essential that there should be no interval between the 
cessation of their authority and the substitution of some other to prevent or regulate, in 
as far as that may be possible, the interference of strangers with the Indian tribes, and 
the renewal of the disorders for the prevention of which the Act of 1 and 2 Geo. LV., cap. 
66, was passed. The suggestion they would submit to your consideration is, that the 
license might be renewed to the Hudson’s Bay Company for the usual period of 21 years, 
with a reservation of power to the Crown to withdraw it at any time on a notice of two 
years. They make this suggestion to shew their disposition to assist the Government in 
the difficulties which they are fully aware beset this question. But the Board direct me 
to repeat, that they cannot undertake the responsibility of remaining charged with the 
care of order and peace in the Indian country, under the temporary grant of a license 
which would almost carry with it an acknowledgment of the doubts which have been 
thrown upon their rights, and convey an impression of the weakness and willing submis- 
sion of the Board to the clamour by which their administration has unjustly been assailed. 


I have, etc., 


T. W. Berens. 


The Right Honourable Sir E. B, Lytton, Baronet, 
eles, etc., etc. 


Tue CoLoNIAL SECRETARY TO THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL. * 


Downine Street, 11th February, 1859. 


Sir,—In the course of the interview which passed between Messieurs Cartier, Ross, 
and Galt, and myself, during the visit of those, gentlemen to this country in October last, 
T understood from them that it was the intention of the Government of Canada to under- 
take legal proceedings in this country against the Hudson’s Bay Company, if that Com- 
pany should refuse to allow the validity of their Charter to be tested by agreement 
before the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council. 

It was in consequence of this understanding that I addressed to you my despatch of 
the 22nd December last, informing you of their refusal. 
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It was my hope that I should receive an answer to that despatch, expressing in 
definitive terms the resolution arrived at by the Canadian Government, before the mect- 
ing of the Imperial Parliament, and it now becomes necessary that I should press on you 
the importance of my receiving such an answer immediately, in order that Her Majesty’s 
Government may determine on the course to be taken by themselves. 


I have, ete., - 
: E. B. Lyrron. 
The Right Honourable Sir E. Head, Baronet, 


etc., etc., etc. 


THE UNDER-SECRETARY TO THE GOVERNOR OF THE Hupson’s Bay Company.* 


Downine Street, 9th March, 1859. 


Str,—I am directed by Secretary Sir E. B. Lytton to acknowledge your letter of the 
8th February last, conveying on the part of the Directors of the Hudson’s Bay Company 
their refusal to entertain the proposal which he had caused to be submitted to them, that 
Her Majesty should be advised to renew their license of exclusive trade with the Indians 
for a year. 

Your letter, however, goes also at considerable length into a general statement of the 
present position of the Hudson’s Bay Company, and defence of its conduct 3 and it becomes 
necessary that Sir E. Lytton should enter upon that wider field of discussion, so far at 
least as may be required in order to justify the proceedings of Her Majesty’s Government, 
before he replies to the more urgent part of your communication. 

I am to state at the outset, that Sir E. B. Lytton has received from the Governor of 
Canada a despatch, copy of which is enclosed, informing him that the Local Government 
require to consult the Legislature before deciding whether they will or will not under- 
take legal proceedings against the Company. 

Sir E. B. Lytton, in regretting this delay, trusts that it will not be much prolonged. 
It is obviously due to Canada, on a matter in which she is so much concerned, to grant a 
reasonable time for a definite answer from the Province 3 but as it is also desirable that 
the whole question regarding the Charter Territories should be settled in the course of 
the present session, it is Sir Edward’s intention to inform the Governor-General of Can- 
ada, that if the answer does not arrive by the Ist of May, Her Majesty’s Government 
must feel themselves free to act. 

To return to the general subject of your letter. 

The late Government, as your letter recites, were willing to test before the Judicial 
Committee, not the existence but the extent of the rights claimed under the Charter. 
To this proposal the Company assented. But Canada declined to take part in an enquiry 
so limited. Whatever the original advantages of such a scheme may have been, the 
_ refusal of Canada to take part in the proceedings absolutely nullified it. A decision as 
to the limits of the Charter waiving the question as to its general validity, could, after 
that refusal, have bound no one except the mere parties to the proceeding, and would have 
been practically useless. 

That refusal was only conveyed to Sir E. B. Lytton by despatch from Canada of the 
16th August last. I am to notice this only to shew that Her Majesty’s Government are 
chargeable with no unnecessary delay, having, notwithstanding the creat importance of 
the subject, allowed as little time as possible to elapse without taking steps in the 
transaction. 

Her Majesty’s Government had now to consider what effect they could give to the 
13th Resolution of the Committee of the House of Commons, in which, after specifying 
the principal objects which they thought desirable, added—* How far the chartered rights 
elaimed by the Company may prove an obstacle to their attainment, they are not able 
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with any certainty to say. If this difficulty is to be solved by amicable adjustment, such 
a course will be best promoted by the Government, after communication with the Com- 
pany, as well as with the Government of Canada, rather than by detailed suggestions 
emanating from this Committee.” 

With the best attention which they could give to this recommendation, Her Majesty’s 
Government could not but see that the fairest and most direct method to accomplish it 
was to test, not the limit, but the validity, of the Charter itself ; and they were,and remain, 
of opinion that this was best done by the consent of the three parties concerned. 

Sir E. B. Lytton is well aware of the proposals made by the Company in Captain 
Shepherd’s letter of 18th July, 1857, which are referred to, and a little extended as 
regards Saskatchewan, in yours, which he is now answering. He must be permitted to 
say that those proposals, though conceived with the sincerest desire to avoid litigation, by 
no means met the exigencies of the case. 

Those proposals simply were (for the present purpose) to relinquish to Government 
“land fit for cultivation and the establishment of agricultural settlers,”—land as yet un- 
ascertained, and in all probability, for the present, but trifling in extent. 

Such an offer he could hardly have considered from the beginning sufficient, but it 
has become, from subsequent causes (using the phrase without the slightest imputation on 
the motives of those who made it), illusory. The occupation of British Columbia has 
rendered more urgent than ever a policy even before that time recommended by the course of 
events, namely, to connect the two sides of British North America, without the obstacle 
interposed by a proprietary jurisdiction between them. The difficulty of maintaining the 
jurisdiction of the Hudson’s Bay Company over that intervening region became daily 
more evident, and the certainty also thatif any attempt were made to maintain it, Her 
Majesty’s Government would be called on to furnish the means. On the other hand, it 
appears to be the general opinion among lawyers, that the monopoly of trade claimed by 
the Company (under the Charter) is invalid altogether, and that this monopoly could only 
be defended indirectly, by pushing to extreme limits the consequence of a most invidious 
territorial grant, enabling the Company, as landlords, to exclude traders as trespassers. 
Sir E. B. Lytton cannot at all, therefore, agree with the Directors in referring the pre- 
carious position of the Company to the mere general unpopularity of monopolies. The 
weakness of their case arose, and still arises, from causes far more special and urgent, and 
it was obviously to be apprehended that Her Majesty’s Government might, as protectors 
of the right of her subjects generally throughout the empire, be called on to defend the 
claimants of assumed rights, which had never been fairly submitted to investigation. It 
was quite impossible for them to be contented in the interest of the public with such 
offers as the Company had made, and to leave the general question unsettled ; and to settle 
it without the consent of the Company was at least to be avoided, until that assent had 
been formally invoked. 

It was with this view that the letters addressed to you from this Department, on the 
3rd September and 3rd November last, to which you refer, were written ; and it was 
with the same view that Sir E. Lytton endeavoured, during the stay of the Canadian Min- 
isters in England last autumn, to induce them to bring Canada to a decision as to her 
part in the proceedings to be taken. 

And Sir E. Lytton feels it due to himself and his colleagues to disclaim most dis- 
tinctly the supposition expressed or implied, that the proposal conveyed to the Company 
in those letters was conceived in any spirit of hostility. On the contrary, it is his con- 
viction now, as it was when those letters were written, that the Directors would consult 
the interest of their shareholders most effectively by causing it to be accepted. In this 
way all outstanding questions could be solved. Sir E. B. Lytton felt that if the decision 
of the Judicial Committee was in favour of the Company, and to the full extent claimed, 
then the Company would stand in a more advantageous position before the country, in 
claiming compensation for ascertained rights, if required to relinquish them for the public 
benefit, than they possibly could at present. If, on the other hand, the decision of that 
Committee were unfavourable to the Company, they would at all events still possess that 
claim to equitable consideration to which long usage and the investment of extensive 
eapital on the faith of supposed rights might fairly entitle them ; and although Her 
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Majesty’s Government could not of course give any distinct pledge in this latter event, no 
‘one acquainted with the general desire of Parliament to do justice to vested interests 
would be likely to apprehend serious danger. 

In short, as the main and perhaps the sole practical difficulty in coming to the most 
amicable arrangements with the Company appears to lie in ascertaining, not so much the 
‘amount of compensation as the principle and mode on which it can be assessed with the 
-approval of Parliament, so that difficulty appeared at once to be surmounted by ascertain- 
ing without dispute the nature of the right upon which claims for compensation may be 
- fairly based. 

The Directors, however, judged differently from Sir E. B. Lytton on this question. 
‘Sir Edward does not question their right to decide as they thought best for the interests 
of their shareholders. He can only express his regret at a determination which retains the 
very difficulty in the way of speedy and amicable settlement, which he had sought to remove. 

As the case now stands, should Canada resort to legal proceedings, negotiation is of 
‘course at an end, until the result of such proceedings is known ; should she refuse to do SO, 
it will then be for Sir E. B. Lytton to consider whether negotiation with the Company can 
‘be resumed, or whether, in the last resort, Her Majesty’s Government must take the mat- 
ter into their own hands, and proceed on their own account as they may be advised. 
But in any case, he can with justice assure the Directors that his determination will be 
‘founded on a regard to public interests only, and without the slightest bias of hostility 
‘towards the Company. 

It remains for me to convey Sir E. B. Lytton’s reply to the immediately practical 
part of your letter, that referring to the renewal of your license over the non-Charter 
Territories. The Directors reject his offer of a year’s license, but they are ready (in the 
public interest) to accept a renewal for 21 years, terminable at two years’ notice. 

Sir E. B. Lytton is sorry he cannot meet their views by acceding to this proposal, 
although he can well conceive, and would indeed desire, arrangements by which the 
Indian Territory, and all land not likely to be soon colonizable, might be left to the juris- 
diction of the Company, provided, on the other hand, the lands adapted for colonization 
‘were surrendered to the Crown ; yet, while the latter object remains unachieved, he does 
not believe that Parliament, or the public, would be inclined or ought to assent toa 
measure which would give Her Majesty’s Government, in concert with the Company, the 
power of continuing the license for 21 years. | 

But he wishes to shew every reasonable respect to the argument which you draw from 
‘the distance of many of the posts in the license territory, which, by rendering communica- 
tion with them extremely slow, would make a year’s extension of comparatively trifling 
importance for the purposes in view. The delay in obtaining the decision of Canada ma 
also be fairly taken into consideration as opposing obstacles to arrangements with the 
Company by which the objection to an ultimate extension of the license might be removed. 
He is ready, therefore, to make the extension of two years’ duration instead of one. 

In making this proposal, he believes he is acting in the interest of the Company, 
even in a pecuniary sense alone ; that, however, is a question for the directors and share- 
holders, and not for himself. He only refers to it in order to shew how far he is from 
being actuated by any motives inimical to the Company. But the really important aspect 
of the question (as the directors will fully agree with him) is that which regards the 
maintenance of peace and order, and the welfare of the Indian race ; and while he believes 
that the dangers represented as likely to arise if the trade of the Company ceased to be 
‘protected by license are much exaggerated, yet he is desirous to guard against the possi- 
bility of such dangers during the interval that must elapse, necessarily without any fault 
of his own, between the abrupt termination of the Company’s jurisdiction in parts so 
remote, and the establishment of any other machinery for the safety of the Indians which 
‘it might be in the power of the Government to devise. He is certain that the Directors 
will take a similar view of this part of the question, and he is satisfied that if they reject: 
_ the present offer, they will do so on full conviction, from their own superior knowledge, that 
no evil consequences are to be apprehended from the sudden termination of their license, 
But should this be an error in judgment on their part, the responsibility for the conse- 
quences will not lie with Her Majesty’s Government. 
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Sir Edward Lytton trusts that as early an answer as practicable may be returned to 
this letter, as little [time] is left for communicating with the Governor of British Columbia 
before the termination of the license, and as it may be necessary (in the event of your 
refusal) to apply to Parliament for an amendment of the present Acts. 


I have, etc., 
H. MERIvVALE. 
H. Berens, Esquire, 
etc., etc., ete., 


THE CoLONIAL SECRETARY TO THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL. * 


DowNnINnG STREET, 
10th March, 1859. 


S1r,— With reference to former correspondence on the subject of the affairs of the 
Hudson’s Bay Company, I now transmit to you a copy of a correspondence which has taken 
place between this Department and the Governor and Committee of that Company, on the 
subject of the approaching expiration of their trading license in North-Western America. 
You will observe that, as that license expires in May next, Her Majesty’s Government 
could not avoid entertaining the question, although they would have preferred waiting for 
the decision of the Canadian Government as to trying the validity of the Charter, in order 
that the whole subject might be disposed of together. 

With respect to this latter question, it is impossible for Her Majesty’s Government 
to allow the present session of Parliament to pass by without endeavouring to use it for 
the settlement of pending questions. I have, therefore, to add, that unless I receive by 
the Ist of May next the decision of the Canadian Government and Legislature, whether 
they will or will not contest the validity of the Charter, Her Majesty’s Government must 
proceed, though with reluctance, to take such steps as to the Charter Territory, whether in 
the way of negotiation, legislation, or legal proceedings, as they may be advised. Ample 
care will, however, in any case, [be taken] to reserve and protect whatever claims of right. 
Canada may hereafter establish. 


I have, etce., 


E. B. Lyrton, 
The Right Honourable Sir Edmund Head, Baronet, 
etc., etc., etc. 


THE GOVERNOR OF THE Hupson’s Bay Company To THE COLONIAL SECRETARY. * 


Hupson’s Bay Houvssz, 
March 15, 1859. 


Srr,—I have the honour to acknowledge Mr. Under-Secretary Merivale’s letter of the 
Sth instant, and lose no time, after consulting with my colleagues, in replying to it. With 
respect to the chartered rights of this Company, I can only repeat that my colleagues and 
myself are unanimous in considering that we cannot, in justice to our proprietors, be con- 
senting parties to any inquiry which shall have for its object to challenge the validity of 
the charter ; and we feel convinced that in any discussion that may arise before Parlia- 
ment, that body will be prepared to act upon the maturely considered Opinion which was 
given by the then Law Officers of the Crown, when the whole matter was submitted to 
their consideration. I refer to the opinion of Sir Richard Bethell and Sir Henry Kea- 
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ting, in July, 1857, in which they state that “the questions of the validity and construction 
of the Hudson’s Bay Company’s charter cannot be considered apart from the enjoyment 
that has been had under it during nearly two centuries, and the recognition made of the 
rights of the Company in various Acts both of the Government and the Legislature ;” and 
“‘that nothing could be more unjust or more opposed to the spirit of our law, than to try 
this charter as a thing of yesterday, upon principles which might be deemed applicable to 
it if it had been granted within the last ten or twenty years.” 

They then go on to state, that in their opinion the Crown could not now with justice 
raise the question of the general validity of the charter, but that on every legal principle 
the Company’s territorial ownership of the lands granted and the rights necessarily inci- 
dental thereto (as, for example, the right of excluding from their territory persons acting 
in violation of their regulations), ought to be deemed to be valid. 

The Board are aware that it is competent to the Canadian Government to disregard 
these principles, however just and well founded ; but they cannot but lament to see, by a 
despatch, under date December 22, 1858, and published by the Provincial Legislature, 
that the Canadian Government should have been invited by Her Majesty’s Government 
to adopt such a policy—a course so opposed to that which was enunciated by Mr. Labou- 
chere, in his despatch to Sir Edmund Head of the 22nd January, 1858, in which he dis- 
tinctly states that he did not propose to discuss the question of validity of the claims 
of this Company over the whole territory known as Rupert’s Land, Her Majesty’s 
Government having come to the conclusion that it would be impossible for them to insti- 
tute proceedings with a view to raise this question before a legal tribunal, without depart- 
ing from those principles of equity by which their conduct ought to be guided. 

It is to be regretted that delay should arise on the part of the Canadian Government 
in determining the course which they have thus been invited to take. If such proceedings 
are ultimately determined upon for the purpose of contesting the validity of the charter, 
we shall be prepared to maintain the rights of our proprietors. 

With regard to your suggestion that the license should be extended for a period of 
two years instead of for one year, as before proposed, I beg to state that all the material 
objections to such a proposal which were pointed out in my former letter (8th February, 
1859,) with respect to the proposed extension of one year, apply equally to an extension for 
two years. I beg, however, distinctly to state, that in declining to accept a renewal of the 
license for a period of two years, that refusal in no way proceeds, as you propose to assume, 
upon a conviction in our minds that injury to the public interest may not be the conse- 
quence of the absence of proper measures for maintaining peace and order in.the territories 
in question ; on the contrary, our reason for declining to undertake the preservation of peace 
upon an extension of the license for the period of two years, only arises from our conviction 
that such an extension would not secure to the Company a continuance of the weight and 
influence they have hitherto enjoyed, and to enable them to prevent the threatened mis- 
chief so short an extension would be considered as evidence of the intention of Her 
Majesty’s Government to determine their privileges altogether at the end of that term, 
and would deprive them of all moral influence over the parties frequenting those 
territories. 

We consider that the proposed extension would only give so much more time for 
excitement and agitation, and would produce a state of things among the unsettled popu- 
lation on the frontier which might with difficulty be controlled oy any subsequent admin- 
istration to be established on the removal of the authority of the Company. 

In the opinion of the Board, there is no alternative between maintaining the present 
system in its former efficiency, or providing by legislation a totally different Government, 
which should possess the means of ensuring a proper administration in the Indian 
territories. 

Should the latter alternative be decided upon, our Board will lend their most zealous 
assistance towards promoting any measures which may be adopted for the purpose. 


I have, etc., 
‘The Right Honourable H. H. Berens, 
Sir E. B. Lytton, Baronet, Governor, 
ete., etc, etc. 
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THE COLONIAL SECRETARY TO THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL. * 


Downine Street, 18th March, 1859. 


Srtr,—With reference to former correspondence on the subject of the affairs of the: 
Hudson’s Bay Company, I have now to inform you that the Governor and Directors have: 
finally declined the proposal made to them by Her Majesty’s Government, on public 
grounds, of an extension of their license for two years (instead of one, as originally offered). 
The correspondence shall be transmitted to you by the next mail, as there is not time for 
the present. 

In May next, therefore, the license will expire, and Her Majesty’s Government have: 
now under consideration the steps which it may be necessary to take in consequence of” 
that expiration. 

You cannot fail to observe that this circumstance renders the disposal of the pending: 
questions relative to the charter of even more urgent necessity than it was before. The 
question as to the future management of the license territories and of the charter terri- 
tories being so closely connected, it becomes even more essential that I should have the 
immediate answer of your Government, whether it is their intention or not to try the: 
validity of the charter hy scire facias, and if such is their intention, whether they will at. 
once either send a delegate, or in any other manner initiate the necessary proceedings. 


I have, etc., 


E. B. Lytton. 
The Right Honourable 
Sir E. Head, Baronet, 
etc., etc, etc. 


THe Unper-SEcrETARY TO THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL.* 


Down1neG Srreet, Ist April, 1859. 


Sir,—With reference to my despatch, No. 43, of the 18th of March, relative to the- 
affairs of the Hudson’s Bay Company, I transmit to you herewith copy of the letter from 
the Company, in which they decline the extension of their license for two years. This. 
letter completes the correspondence with the Company to the present date. 


I have, etc., 


H. Merivare, 
In the absence of the Secretary of State. 
The Right Honourable 
Sir E. Head, Baronet, 
etc, etc, ete. 


THe GOVERNOR-GENERAL TO THE CoLoNIAL SEcRETARY.* 


GOVERNMENT Hovsg, 
Toronto, April 4th, 1859. 


Sir,—lI regret very much that I have not been able before this to send any definite: 
No, 102.—22nd December, 1858. reply to your despatches (the dates and numbers of which are 
No. 25.—1lth February, 1859, marked on the margin), relating to the charter of the Hud- 
No. 37.—10th March, 1859. son’s Bay Company. ‘The first of these despatches was laid 
BIOs eth Monee 2 batare my Council on the 11th January, and I have repeat- 
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edly pressed the members of that body for their formal opinion on this important matter. 
They have frequently discussed the subject, and I fully admit that it is one which requires 
eareful consideration. 

I am now, for the first time, able to inform you, that the Executive Council will not 
advise steps to be taken for testing the validity of the charter by scire facias, but they 
are strongly of opinion that it is most desirable on all accounts that the boundaries of 
Canada should be accurately and speedily defined. 

It is probable that Hudson’s Bay Territory will again form the subject of discussion 
by the Provincial Parliament in the course of the present session. 


I have, etc., 


Epmunp Heap, 
The Right Honourable 
Sir E. B. Lytton, Baronet, 
etc.,, etc., etc. 


JoINnT ADDRESS OF THE LEGISLATIVE CoUNCIL AND ASSEMBLY OF CANADA TO HER 
Masusty, 29TH ApriL, 1859.* 


To the Queen’s Most Excellent Majesty. 


Most Gracious Sovereign : 


We, Your Majesty’s most dutiful and loyal subjects, the Legislative Council and 
Assembly of Canada, in Provincial Parliament assembled, humbly approach Your Majesty 
for the purpose of representing :— 

That having had under consideration the subject of the Hudson’s Bay Company, and, 
in connection therewith, the various despatches from the Colonial Secretary, dated re- 
spectively the twenty-second day of December last, the eleventh of February last, the 
tenth of March last, and the eighteenth of March last, and the Address to Your Majesty 
by the Legislature of Canada in its last Session, we adhere to the propositions contained 
in that Address, and desire respectfully to urge them upon the consideration of Your 
Majesty’s Government. 

That, in our opinion, Canada ought not to be called upon to litigate the question of 
the validity of the Charter claimed by the Company, inasmuch as such portion of Terri- 
tory as the Charter covers is not part of Canada, and is, if the Charter be invalid, sub- 
ject to Imperial and not Provincial control ; and that, in our opinion, the question of the 
future of that Territory should not be made to depend on the mere legal view which may 
be taken by a Court of Law on the validity or extent of the Charter, but that there are 
considerations involved higher than those of strict legal rights, and which can be dealt 
with by the Imperial Government alone. 

That the formation of a British Province on the shores of the Pacific, and the pros- 
pect of immediate and extensive settlement therein, render it of imperative necessity that 
the vast extent of country lying between that Province and Canada, should come under 
immediate organization, with a view to colonization. 

That while the important objects above alluded to can only be accomplished by the 
interference and action of the Imperial Government, yet Canada feels that, as a portion 
of the Empire in whose rule she rejoices, and from the almost direct interest she has in 
the future of the vast territory contiguous to her on the West, she is justified in urging 
upon Your Majesty’s Government the final disposition of these great questions ; and in 
doing so, she desires to acknowledge the great interest therein which Your Majesty’s 
Government have already evinced, and the prompt and energetic action which they have 
taken in the matter. 

All of which we humbly pray Your Majesty to take into Your Majesty’s most 
gracious and favourable consideration. 
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THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL TO THE COLONIAL SECRETARY. * 


QUEBEC, 
March 8th, 1862. 


My Lorp Duxe,—I have the honour to enclose to your Grace a Minute of the 
Executive Council}, approved by myself, in reference to the propriety of taking some 
steps towards carrying into effect, in the Saskatchewan territory, the provisions of the 
Act of the Imperial Parliament, 22 and 23 Victoria, Chapter 26. 

The Minute states so fully the reasons for present action in this matter in which I 
fully concur, that I do not think it necessary to trouble your Grace with any observations 
of my own on the subject. 


I have, etc., 


Moncx. 
To His Grace the Duke of Newcastle, 
etc., etc. 


Tue CoLoniaL SECRETARY TO THE GoOvVERNOR-GENERAL.* 


Downine STREET, 


16th April, 1862. 


My Lorp,—I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your Lordship’s de- 
spatch, No. 44, of the 8th March, forwarding a Minute of a Committee of the Executive 
Council of Canada, in reference to the propriety of taking some steps towards carrying ~ 
into effect, in the Saskatchewan territory, the provisions of the Imperial Act, 22 and 23 
Vict., Cap. 26. 

This Minute proceeds on an assumption that a certain Act of Parliament was passed 
in order to organize the Saskatchewan country. But I have to explain that this was not 
the effect of the Act referred to. It contained an enactment, in the concluding section, 
that it should not be applicable to territories heretofore granted to the Hudson’s Bay 
Company. Those territories not having fallen under the Jurisdiction of Her Majesty’s 
Government, the Act in question does not in any degree facilitate the acquisition or 
government of the territory claimed by the Company under this grant, nor until the 
claim of the Company is shown to be groundless will Her Majesty’s Government be in a 
position to take any step in that direction. 

I have, etc., 
NEWCASTLE. 

Governor the Viscount Monck, 

etc., etc. etc. 


THE Provincial SEcRETARY TO THE Hupson’s Bay Company’s GOVERNOR OF 
Rupert’s Lanp. t 


Provincia Secrerary’s OFFICE, 
QuEBEO, 15th April, 1862. 


Sir,—The Government of Canada have had their attention very strongly directed 
to the important subject of an overland communication with British Columbia through 


* Sess. Papers, Can., 1863, Vol. 22, No. 31. 
+ [This minute does not appear to have been printed.—-G. HE. L.] 
+ Sess. Papers, Can., 1863, Vol. 22, No, 29. 


PROPOSED TRANS-CONTINENTAL ROAD AND TELEGRAPH, 1862. 89 


the Hudson’s Bay Territory, via the Red River, and Iam now commanded by His Ex- 
cellency the Governor-General to inform you of the steps proposed towards effecting this 
object, and to seek the co-operation of the Hudson’s Bay Company therein. 


The Canadian Government do not wish at present to raise any question as to the 
rights of the Company, who must be regarded as de facto in possession of the country 
intervening between Canada and British Columbia. They consider that most important 
public interests demand the establishment of a practicable line of communication across 
the continent, and they desire to have the practical aid of your Company in carrying it 
into effect. 


Arrangements were made within the last four years for postal service with Red 
River, but the want of territorial rights at Red River and along the greater part of the 
route defeated the plans of the Canadian Government, and, after a very considerable 
outlay, the line had to be abandoned. Another effort is now being made in the same 
direction, and, as the Hudson’s Bay Company claims the right of territory and govern- 
ment over this region, it is hoped they will also assume their correlative duties, and unite 
with Canada in opening up the country. 


The Canadian Government are about to establish steam communication with Fort 
William, on Lake Superior, immediately. A large tract of land at this point has been 
surveyed, and a Crown Land Agent has recently been appointed to reside there. Appro- 
priations have been made by the Legislature for roads towards Red River, on which free 
grants will be made to settlers, and every effort will be made to attract settlement—the 
ultimate object being the connection with the Red River and Saskatchewan. Canada 
is, therefore, now prepared to guarantee that, so far as her undisputed boundary extends, 
every facility will henceforward exist towards a communication with the west. 


The Canadian Government cannot doubt that the Hudson’s Bay Company are fully 
alive to the vast importance of such a communication. 


The recent gold discoveries on the Saskatchewan cannot fail to attract many adven- 
turers, who must at present be principally drawn from the United States. 


The Settlement of Red River itself has now its sole communication with Minnesota, 
and will naturally imbibe American principles and views, unless brought in connection 
with the British settlements east and west. Canada must look with some apprehension 
to the probable result that, in a very few years, the population lying to her west will be 
wholly foreign, and that (unless facilities for settlement be afforded from Canada equal to 
those enjoyed from the United States, and unless efficient civil government be speedily 
established) British rule over this part of the continent will virtually have passed away, 
and the key of the trade to British Columbia, and ultimately China, have been surren- 
dered to our rivals. The Hudson’s Bay Company cannot desire a result that would 
equally militate against their own interests; and the Canadian Government, therefore, 
hopes for their hearty co-operation in the opening of the Red River and Saskatchewan 
Territories by a communication from Canada to British Columbia. 


The Government of Canada considers that, in counection with the means of trans- 
port across the continent, a telegraphic communication should be established as especially 
necessary for Imperial interests, inasmuch as both the United States and Russia possess 
telegraphic lines to the Pacific, while Great Britain has no other mode of doing so but 
through the Hudson’s Bay Territory. Recent events have proved the paramount impor- 
tance of such a line. 

Leaving untouched, therefore, all disputed questions, I am commanded by His 
Excellency the Governor-General to state, that the Canadian Government have decided 
at once to establish steam and stage communication to the extreme limit of the territory 
under their government, and are ready to unite with the Hudson’s Bay Company in a 
mail service and post route to British Columbia. 


The Canadian Government is also prepared to guarantee the construc ion of a tele- 
graph line to the extreme western limits of the Province. 
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I request that you will inform me how far you will be prepared to act for the Hud- 
son’s Bay Company in carrying out objects of such great national importance, and which 
cannot be long delayed without the most serious injury to the interests of the Empire, 
and especially to the future progress and security of Canada. 


I have, etc., 


C. ALLEYN, 
Alexander G. Dallas, Esquire, 
Governor in Chief of Rupert’s Land, Montreal. 


THE GOVERNOR oF RurpeErt’s LAND TO THE ProvinctaL Secretary * 


MonrreEat, 
16th April, 1862. 


S1r,—I have the honour to acknowledge receipt of the important communication. 
which you have addressed to me by command of His Excellency the Governor-General, 
under date of the 15th instant, wherein you intimate the desire of the Government of 
Canada to establish an overland communication with British Columbia through the Hud- 
son’s Bay Territory, as well as the steps proposed towards effecting that object ; and 
further request the co-operation of the Hudson’s Bay Company therein. 

After stating that the Government of Canada, regarding the Company as de facto: 
in possession of the intervening territories, does not wish to raise any question as to its. 
rights, you proceed to point out the great public interests which are involved by the 
formation of a chain of settlements, connecting Canada with British Columbia, by postal 
and telegraphic services, the paramount importance of which is proved by recent events. 
You also point out the danger of the Red River Settlement, from its close connection 
with Minnesota, consequent on its isolated position with regard to Canada, becoming 
imbued with American principles and views, and passing away from us to our rivals, 
thus depriving the country of the key of the trade to British Columbia, and ultimately 
to China. 

While fully admitting the force of the above arguments, and the immediate necessity 
of some arrangements being come to, I am reluctantly compelled to.admit my inability to: 
meet the Government of Canada in this forward movement, for the following reasons : 

First.—The Red River and Saskatchewan valleys, though not in themselves fur- 
bearing districts, are the sources from whence the main supplies of winter food are: 


trade as to render it no longer worth prosecuting on an extended scale. It would neces- 
sarily be divided into various channels, possibly to the public benefit, but the Company 


The above reasons against a partial surrender of our territories may not appear 
sufficiently obvious to parties not conversant with the trade or the country ; but my 
knowledge of both, based on personal experience, and from other sources open to me, 
point to the conclusion that partial concessions of the districts which must necessarily be 
alienated, would inevitably lead to the extinction of the Company. 

Second.—Granting that the Company were willing to sacrifice its tracing interests, 
the very act would deprive it of the means to carry out the proposed measures. There: 
isno source of revenue to meet the most ordinary expenditure, and even under present 
circumstances the Company has practically no power to raise one. The co-operation 
proposed, in calling on the Company to perform its co-relative duties, presupposed it to 
stand on an equal footing with Canada, 
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It is not to be supposed that the Crown would grant more extensive powers to the 
Company than those conveyed by the charter. If any change be made, it is presumed. 
that direct administration by the Crown would be resorted to as the only measure likely 
to give public satisfaction. 

Not having anticipated the present question, I am without instructions from the: 
Board of Directors in London for my guidance. I believe I am, however, safe in stating 
my conviction that the Company will be willing to meet the wishes of the country at: 
large by consenting to an equitable arrangement for the surrender of all the rights con- 
veyed by the charter. 

I shall by the next mail forward copies of this correspondence to the Board of 
Directors in London, who will thus be prepared in the event of the subject being re- 
ferred to Her Majesty’s Secretary of State for the Colonies. 

I may state that it is my intention to make immediate arrangements at the existing 
settlement of Red River for the sale of land, on easy terms, free from any restrictions of 
trade. It would, I believe, be impolitic to make any distinction between British subjects 
and foreigners. The infusion of a British element must be left to the effects of a closer 
connection and identity of interests with Canada and the mother country. 


I have the honour to be, sir, 


Your most obedient servant, 


A. G. DALLAS. 
The Hon. Charles Alleyn, Provincial Secretary, 
etc., etc, etc. 


——— 


Report of A ComMirreE or CouNcIL, APPROVED BY THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL ON THE: 
247H Apri, 1862.* 


In reference to the recent correspondence between the Provincial Government and. 
the Governor of the Hudson’s Bay Territory on the subject of the proposed overland 
communication with British Columbia, the Committee respectfully advise that a copy of the 
same be transmitted by your Excellency to his Grace the Secretary of State for the 
Colonies. 


Wo. H. Les, C.E.C. 


Tur GoveRNoR-GENERAL TO THE COLONIAL SECRETARY. T 


GOVERNMENT HOUSE, 
Quessc, April 25th, 1862. 


My Lorp Duxr,—I have the honour to forward to your Grace a Minute of the 
Executive Council, approved by me, on the subject of the establishment of a postal com- 
munication through the Hudson’s Bay Territory, between Canada and British Columbia, 
containing a letter from the Provincial Secretary to the Manager of the Hudson’s Bay 
Company, and that gentleman’s reply. 

The subject is one of considerable importance, both in an Imperial point of view and 
as regards the particular interests of this Province ; but the letter of Mr. Alleyn enters 
so fully into the merits of the question on both grounds, that I do not think it necessary 
to trouble your Grace with any observations of my own. 

The answer of Mr. Dallas would seem to imply that the existence of the present 
rights of the Hudson’s Bay Company will prove a permanent obstacle to the realization 
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of the views which the Canadian Government entertain in reference to the proposed 
communication. 

As the Government of the Province have no means of acting upon the Hudson’s Bay 
Company except through Her Majesty’s ministers, I would, on its behalf, ask of your 
Grace to take such steps as may enable the authorities here to carry into execution their 
desire for an extension of postal communication between this Province and the shores of 
the Pacific. 


I have, etc., 


Mowncx. 
His Grace the Duke of Newcastle, K.G., ’ 
etc., eto., etc. 


THE GOVERNOR OF THE Hupson’s Bay Company To THE CoLoNIAL SECRETARY. * 


Hupson’s Bay Housg, 
Lonvon, May 19th, 1862. 


My Lorp Duxz,—I have the honour to enclose, for your Grace’s information, copy 
of a correspondence that has passed between Mr. Charles Alleyn, Secretary to the Gov- 
ernment of Canada, and Mr. Dallas, who has lately succeeded Sir George Simpson in the 
Government of the Hudson’s Bay Territory, in North America, on the subject of a pro- 
posed road and line of telegraphic communication between Canada and the gold regions 
of British Columbia. 


Beyond Red River to the base of the Rocky Mountains the line will pass through a 
vast desert, in some places without wood or water, exposed to the incursions of roving 
bands of Indians, and entirely destitute of any means of subsistence for emigrants, save 
herds of buffalo, which roam at large through the plains, and whose presence on any 
particular portion of these prairies can never be reckoned on. These again are followed 
up by Indians in pursuit of food, whose hostility will expose travellers to the greatest 


With regard to the establishment of a telegraphic communication, it is scarcely neces- 
sary to point at the prairie fires, the depredation of natives and the general chapter of 
accidents, as presenting almost unsurmountable obstacles to its success. 

I have thought it my duty thus slightly to sketch the difficulties in the way of the 


notice ; but if it be thought that the interests of Canada and British Columbia, or of this 


country, require that the experiment should be made, the Hudsgon’s Bay Company will 
most readily acquiesce in the decision of Her Majesty’s Government. At the same time 
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it is my duty to state that, in justice to our proprietors, the Directors of the Hudson’s 
Bay Company cannot risk their capital in doubtful undertakings of this description, 
spread over such vast distances, through a country where the means of maintaining them, 
if once made, will lead to an expenditure scarcely to be contemplated. Although, there- 
fore, the Directors, on behalf of the Company, are ready to lend Her Majesty’s Govern- 
ment all the moral support and assistance in their power, it must be distinctly understood 
that the Company have no means at their disposal beyond those employed in carrying on 
their trade, and cannot consequently undertake any outlay in connection with the 
schemes suggested by the Canadian Government. 

I think it may not be improper to take this opportunity of referring your Grace to 
former communications between the Hudson’s Bay Company and the Colonial Office on 
the subject of settlement in their territories. 

The Company have always expressed their willingness to surrender the whole or any 
part of their territorial rights upon terms that would secure fair compensation to the pro- 
prietors, as well as to the officers and employees in the country. 

The Governor at Red River Colony has instructions to make grants of land to 
settlers, on easy conditions, without any restriction as to the Company’s right of exclusive 
trade, and if Her Majesty’s Government, with reference to the interests of the public, 
consider more extensive plans for the improvement of the country expedient, the Directors 
of the Company will be quite ready to entertain them, with the desire to meet the wishes 
of Her Majesty’s Government in any manner not inconsistent with the vested rights of 
their constituents. 


I am, etc., 


W. Berens, 
Governor. 
His Grace the Duke of Newcastle, K.G., 
etc., etc., etc. 


THE CoLoNIAL SECRETARY TO THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL. * 


Downin@ STREET, 
3rd June, 1862. 


My Lorp,—I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your Lordship’s de- 
spatch, No. 79, of the 25th of April last, and to transmit to you for your information a 
copy of a letter [of 19th May] from the Hudson’s Bay Company (received at this depart- 
ment a few days after your despatch reached me) on the subject of establishing postal and 
telegraphic communication through the Company’s territory between Canada and British 
Columbia. 

Although it is not in the power of Her Majesty’s Government to grant assistance 
from Imperial funds for carrying out the object which the Canadian Government has in 
view, there would be every desire on their part to co-operate in any well-devised scheme 
for effecting this important communication across the American continent. 

As a possible preliminary to such an undertaking, I would direct your Lordship’s 
attention to the facilities for the acquisition of land which the Hudson’s Bay Company 
announce their intention of offering to settlers proceeding to the Red River. 


I have, etc., 


NEWCASTLE. 
Governor the Viscount Monck, 
etc., etc., etc. 
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Report oF PosTMAsTER-GENERAL FOLEY (Canapa).* 


Post Orrice DEPARTMENT, 
17th October, 1862. 


Referring to the correspondence had with His Grace the Duke of Newcastle, the 
Canadian Government, and certain of the officers of the Hudson’s Bay Company, with 
reference to the establishment of postal and telegraphic communication through the 
Company’s territories, so called, between Canada and British Columbia, and to his report 
of 31st of July last, on the subject of postal communication with the North-west, the 
undersigned ‘has the honour to submit for the consideration of His Excellency the Gov- 
ernor-General in Council, as follows : 

The circumstances which for some years past have indicated the expediency of 
opening up communications westward from Lake Superior derive, in the judgment of 
the undersigned, additional importance from the recent and continuous intercourse with 
British Columbia, consequent upon the discoveries there of valuable gold fields ; whilst 
the reported existence of the same precious metal in the fertile valley of the Saskatche- 
wan has had the effect of awakening a yet deeper interest in what in Canada is popu- 
larly known as the Red River country. Under so powerful an impulse, a rapid stream 
of emigration has set towards the Pacific, which gives indications of indefinite expansion 
in view of the encouraging reports which are constantly received of the richness of the 
mines and the value of the country as a field for settlement. The shortest and most 
natural route to these inviting territories lies through the St. Lawrence and its chain of 
tributary lakes ; but owing to the want of facilities for transit beyond the head of Lake 
Superior, persons destined for the western settlements necessarily make the voyage by 
sea, or accomplish the first stage in the land journey—Fort Garry on the Red River— 
by way of Minnesota and Dacotah. Thus it may in truth be said that the people of the 
neighbouring states hold the key to the British possessions in the west, and while by this 
means their wild lands are being settled and improved, ours, lying immediately adjacent 
and quite as well fitted for cultivation, remain a mere hunting ground for the sole benefit 
and advantage of a company of traders, whose object it is to keep them a wilderness pro- 
ductive only of game, and who, to this end, do all in their power to divert into foreign 
channels, to the promotion of alien interests, the commerce carried on by them with the 
outside world. 

In the judgment of the undersigned, the time has arrived when more decisive and 
effective means than have yet been put forth should be employed in opening up and per- 
fecting the communication westward from Lake Superior through British territory. Cut 
off from intercourse with their fellow-subjects, except on condition of submitting to the 
inconveniences, the losses, and the numerous vexations of a circuitous journey through a 
foreign country, and which, on the occurrence of difficulty, would be closed to them, or 
but afford facility for their invasion, and, under the circumstances, all but certain con- 
quest, the people of the Red River Settlement have for many years past been loud in 
their expressions of dissatisfaction. Minnesota, and not Canada, is, from imperious 
necessity, the emporium of their trade ; the chief recent additions to their population are 
from the United States, and their sympathies, in spite of their wishes, are being drawn 
into a channel leading in an opposite direction from that of the source of their allegiance. 
In a word, the central link in the chain of settlements which should connect Canada with 
British Columbia is being rapidly Americanized, and unless a prompt effort be made to 
advance British interests in that direction, there is reason to fear that incalculable mis- 
chief will follow. 

The tendencies which have in the main operated in keeping the North-western 
country closed to the industrial enterprise of the British and Canadian people, may be 
traced to the alleged obstacles in the way of the construction of practicable roads and 
the improvement of navigation. Recent explorations, however, prove these obstacles to 
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have been greatly exaggerated. The expeditions of the Imperial and Canadian Govern- 
ments demonstrate the entire feasibility of establishing communication for postal and 
telegraphic service, at reasonable rates, through the territories which the Hudson’s Bay 
Company claim as being under their jurisdiction.* * s * 4 id 5 

The undersigned respectfully submits that such a territory ought not to be permitted 
longer to remain under the sole control of the mere handful of traders, however powerful 
and influential, who have hitherto monopolized its rich resources, and for so many years 
barred out all others from a participation in its advantages. Sooner or later their hold 
upon those portions of it specially suitable to agriculture must be relaxed, and a move- 
ment having for its object an end so desirable, is deserving of prompt and _ liberal 
encouragement. 

In our proceedings hitherto we have been far too tardy. Our apparent indifference 
and unconcern have been taken advantage of by the Hudson’s Bay Company to assert, 
with continuously increasing pretension, their claims to the entire territory; and to-day it 
may be said with truth that they feel themselves stronger than ever before in their 
claims to keep, if they choose, for all time to come, unsettled a vast region in every way 
suited to human habitation. 

Without any suggestion at present as to legal title, it is sufficient that we are invited 
by His Grace the Duke of Newcastle to join in adopting means to effect the communica- 
tion on this side to the summit of the pass of the Rocky Mountains, and that while, in 
his despatch of 3rd June last, he promised the co-operation of the Imperial Government, 
he afterwards intimated to the House of Lords, on the 4th July last, his hope “that when 
Parliament met next year he should be able to inform their Lordships that some progress 
had been made towards the establishment of postal communication between Canada on 
the one side and New Westminster on the other.” 

In the opinion of the undersigned, it is not only desirable but essential that advan- 
tage be taken of the present favourable disposition of the Imperial authorities. 

The late Administration, yielding to the pressure of public opinion, exhibited as well 
as professed a strong sense of the practical importance of opening up the first link of the 
route. To this end the subsidies were, from time to time, at their request, readily granted 
by Parliament ; but for some cause or other, whether arising from difficulties occasioned 
by rival claimants for the performance of the service, or want of judgment in the parties 
immediately concerned in the application of the funds, or otherwise, it is not for the 
undersigned here to express an opinion ; the means granted by the liberality of the 
Legislature for a good and useful purpose were worse than wasted, although during the 
first year, before partisan rivalry had been intruduced, and when real efforts were 
directed to the solution of the question as to the commercial advantages and the feasi- 
bility of the project, success beyond the expectation of the parties engaged was the actual 
result. 

As to the difficulties suggested by the Hudson’s Bay Company, through their officers, 
Governors Berens and Dallas, in the correspondence ‘herein referred to, those gentlemen 
in truth substantially, though evidently unwillingly, vindicate most strongly the views 
contended for by the advocates of improvement and colonization. 

The first and second of these objections of Governor Berens as to the practicability 
of the route between Lake Superior and Red River, and the deduction to be drawn from 
the failure of the projects hitherto encouraged by the Canadian Government, are suffi- 
ciently met by what has gone before. His next statement establishes, in the judgment 
of the undersigned, the very reverse of the conclusions he arrives at, and one finds it 
difficult to account for his permitting himself to be involved in such manifest inconsis- 
tencies as are apparent on the very face of his statement. 

Directly in contradiction of the well-authenticated reports of others, among them 
Governor Dallas, who speaks of the Red River and Saskatchewan countries as the sources 
of supply of the employees of the Company, Governor Berens describes the country be- 
yond the Red River to the base of the Rocky Mountains as ‘‘a vast desert, in some places 
without wood or water, exposed to the incursions of roving bands of Indians, and entirely 
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destitute of any means of subsistence for emigrants, save herds of buffalo which roam at. 
large through the plains, and whose presence on any particular portion of these prairies. 
can never be reckoned on.” ‘These again,” he says, “are followed up by Indians in 
pursuit of food (a good ground, one would say, for the buffalo not remaining all the time 
in the same particular places), whose hostility will expose travellers to the greatest. 
dangers.” One can well fancy precisely the same reasons being given by interested 
parties in any uncivilized country against its settlement. The Governor evidently loses. 
sight of his design to prove the territory to be a vast desert, when he adds to that terror 
those of the Indians and the buffalo. 

The early settler in any part of America would tell him that the regions to which 
the Indians, as well as the buffalo and other wild animals most resorted, were those above 
all others the most: fertile and fitted for cultivation, and just the sections most sought 
after by the pioneer anxious within the shortest possible period to make for himself, and 
those dependent upon him, a habitation, and to aid in conquering for his country, with 
his axe, his spade, and his plough, fresh accessions and contributions to civilization and 
improvement. The Governor’s next fear, namely, that the construction of telegraph 
lines would be useless because of the probability of their being burnt up, is just as 
groundless, as is apparent from the fact that over the boundless plains of California, and 
across the unsettled prairies of Illinois and other States, these almost indispensable 
accompaniments of civilization are in full, active, and undisturbed operation. 

So with respect to the ‘“depredations of the natives, and the general chapter of 


accidents.” These are encountered in every new country, and are not in our day any- 


thing like such formidable obstacles as they have been in the past. 

On Governor Berens’ principle, the settlement of any portion of America was a. 
grave mistake, for at some time or other, and at every place within its vast extent, pre- 
cisely the same difficulties which he conjures up, in the shape of roving bands of Indians, 
wild animals, desolation by flood and fire and tomahawk, as well as a “ general chapter 
of accidents,” existed over them all. However, the unconquerable white race triumphed, 
and to its energy and self-sacrificing exertions and indomitable perseverance, the British 
and Canadian people are indebted for an inheritance such as Providence never before 
bestowed upon any race since the world began. 

If they fail to improve their opportunities, the loss will be proportionate to the 
advantages otherwise certain of attainment. 

Differing from Governor Berens, as well as to the facts as with respect to the style 
of objection, Governor Dallas puts the whole matter on its true ground when he refers. 
to the Saskatchewan and the Red River countries as the sources whence the Hudson’s 
Bay Company draw their supplies of food; and the simple question in view of his 
admission is as to whether or not these magnificent territories shall continue to be merely 
the source of supply for a few hundreds of the employees of a Fur-trading Company, or 
the means of affording new and boundless contributions to civilization and commerce : 
whether they shall remain closed to the enterprise and industry of millions in order that 
the few may monopolize their treasures and keep them for all time to come, as the habi- 
tation of wild beasts and the trappers engaged in their pursuit. * = sj = 

The question as to what is reasonably to be expected from Canada, is that at present 
to be considered. 

In view of all the facts and circumstances, and feeling that itis on our people that the 
initiative in the matter rests ; that it is to this Province the Imperial Government looks. 
for a commencement of the movement,—a movement demanded alike from our pa- 
triotism and our interests—the undersigned considers himself fully justified in submitting, 
that unless the Government deem it expedient to proceed under the direction of the 
Honourable the Commissioner of Public Works, as soon as it can be satisfactorily shown 
that competent and responsible parties are prepared to assume the work, they should 
propose to Parliament the granting of an annual subsidy of $50,000, or such other sum 
as His Excellency the Governor-General in Council may deem judicious, for a term of 
years, towards the undertaking. Should the above suggestion for a subsidy be concurred 
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in, the undersigned will be in a position to submit to His Excellency the Governor-Gen- 
eral in Council the details of such arrangements as it may be desirable to make with 
responsible parties willing to perform the service ; but as the question of the construc- 
tion of works, as well as that of carrying the mails, would be involved, it is expedient 


that the Honourable the Commissioner of Public Works should be associated with him 
for that purpose. 


All of which is nevertheless respectfully submitted. 


M. H. Fotery, 
Postmaster-General. 


REPORT OF A COMMITTEE OF COUNCIL, APPROVED BY TH# GOVERNOR-GENERAL ON THE 9TH 
Frsruary, 1863.* 


The Committee having taken into consideration the Report of the Honourable the 
Postmaster-General, on the expediency of opening up and better securing communication 
westward, towards British Columbia, through British territory, for a telegraphic and 
postal service, concur in the opinion expressed in that Report, as regards the advantage 
of securing such communication, and humbly advise that a sum of $50,000 be placed in 
the Estimates of the approaching Session, for the purpose of carrying out the same in the 
manner suggested in that Report, or in any other that may be deemed more advan- 
tageous. 

Ww. H. Les, C.E.C. 

The Hon. the Postmaster-General, 

etc., etc., etc. 


THE GoverNoR-GENERAL, Lorp Moncx, To THE DukE oF NEWCASTLE, COLONIAL 
SECRETARY. * 


(Extract. ) 
QuersBeEc, February 27th, 1863. 
I have also the honour to enclose for your Grace’s information, a Report of the 
Postmaster-General of Canada, on the subject of postal communication, through what is 


termed the North-west Territory, with British Columbia, and a Minute of the Executive 
Council founded upon it.t 


PROPOSAL FOR ESTABLISHING TELEGRAPHIC AND POSTAL COMMU- 
NICATION FROM LAKE SUPERIOR TO NEW WESTMINSTER. } 


Mr. WATKIN TO THE COLONIAL SECRETARY. § 


21 Oxtp Broap STREET, 
Lonvon, E.C., 


April 28th, 1863. 
My Lorp Duxz,— * * * JI have now to enclose proposals, which I trust will 
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meet your Grace’s approval, for the establishment of a postal and telegraphic route 


between Canada and the Pacific Ocean. 

It is hoped that these proposals will be found to be such as your Grace may be able 
to recommend, and that their adoption by Her Majesty’s Government, by Canada, by 
British Columbia, and by Vancouver Island, may lead to the completion of the most 
important work involved, at a very early period. a “4 is oe * 

I have to observe that the rate of interest to be secured to the Company, when it 
was assumed that Her Majesty’s Government would take a direct part in the guarantee, 


was four per cent. as a minimum ; but at the same time it was proposed that, in the event. 


of the colonies alone becoming responsible, a larger rate of interest would be considered 
necessary. A reference to the documents will show that this was the case. In the 
enclosed paper therefore the maximum rate of interest has been taken at five per cent., 
while a minimum of four per cent. is preserved, and it will be for your Grace, should 
the colonies decide to accept the proposals, to accord, as between the parties, such a rate,. 
and such a rate only, as the circumstances of the time may render necessary, with a view 
to securing the absolute success of the undertaking. 


I have, etc., 


Epwarp W. Warkxin. 
His Grace the Duke of Newcastle, K.G., 
etc., etc., etc. 


HEADS OF PRoposaL FOR ESTABLISHING TELEGRAPHIC AND PostaLt CoMMUNICATION FROM 
Lake Superior to New WESTMINSTER, REFERRED TO IN THE FOREGOING LETTER OF 
28TH ApRIL, 1863.* 


The “Atlantic and Pacific Transit and Telegraph Company” propose to establish 
and maintain communication by electric telegraph, and a mail post, passing at such‘in- 
tervals, fortnightly or otherwise, as shall be agreed upon between a point at the head of 
Lake Superior and New Westminster, in British Columbia, on the following terms :— 

1, That the Imperial Government, the colonies of Canada and British Columbia, 
and the Hudson’s Bay Company, shall each within the territories belonging to them, 
grant to the Company such land belonging to the Crown or Company, and all such rights. 
as may be required for the post route, telegraph and necessary stations, and for the 
proper working therof. 

2. The line of telegraph shall be divided into proper sections, and so soon as tele- 
graphic communication is established throughout any such section, the colonies of Canada, 
Vancouver Island and British Columbia will guarantee to the Company a rate of profit. 
on the capital expended at the rate of not less than four nor more than five per cent., 
provided that the total amount of the capital guaranteed shall be limited at £500,000, 
and that the total annual payment to be made by Vancouver Island and British Columbia. 
together shall not exceed £12,500; provided also, that the interest accruing upon the 
money paid up by the shareholders, until the above guarantee shall take effect, shall be. 
reckoned as capital ; and provided further, that in case the telegraphic line shall not be 
completed within five years, unless by reason of war or commotion, or of any interrup- 
tion not arising from any wilful default of the company, the above guarantee shall be 
suspended till the line shall be so completed. 

3. In case the route shall run through Crown Jand not within the limits of Canada 
or British Columbia, nor within the territory claimable by the Hudson’s Bay Company, 
the Company shall be entitled to demand Crown grants to the extent of five square miles 
for every mile of telegraph line within such Crown land. Such grants shall be demand- 


* Sess. Papers, Can., 1863, No. 31. 


PROPOSAL FOR OVERLAND COMMUNICATION WITH THE PACIFIC, 1863. 9$ 


able as soon as the telegraph communication shall be completed across such Crown land, 
and the blocks granted shall be adjacent to the telegraph line, and shall be’as near as 
may be five miles square, and shall alternate on each side of the line with blocks of 
similar size and frontage, which shall remain in the possession of the Crown. The Com- 
pany is not to sell this land except under effectual conditions of settlement, and in case 


the undertaking shall be permanently abandoned, the land not go sold is to revert to the 
Crown. 


4. The Company shall not dispose of the telegraph without the consent of the Im- 
perial Government. 


5. The Colonial Governments, within their respective limits, or the Imperial Govern- 
ment in any part of the line, may at any time take temporary possession of the 
telegraph line, in case the public interest requires it, on payment of a rate of compensa- 
tion to be hereafter agreed, and Government messages shall, at all times when demanded, 
have priority over all others. 


6. The Home Government, with the consent of the parties, will introduce into 
Parliament such measures as may be requisite to give effect to this proposal. 


7. The telegraph and works, and the servants and agents of the Company, shall be 
considered as under the protection of the Crown and of the Colonial Governments as 
fully as if in the settled districts of British North America. 


8. The Company and its works shall be exempt from all taxation for a period of 
thirty years. 


9. Any further matters of detail, or questions of difference requiring discussion, to 
be remitted to the sole decision of his Grace the Duke of Newcastle, Her Majesty’s 
principal Secretary of State for the Colonies. 


THe Unper-Secretary To Mr. Warkin.* 


Downing STREET, 
Ist May, 1863. 


Sir,—I am directed by the Duke of Newcastle to state that he has had much satis- 
faction in receiving your letter of the 28th ultimo, enclosing the heads of a proposal for 
establishing telegraphic and postal communication between Lake Superior and New 
Westminster, through the agency of the Atlantic and Pacific Transit and Telegraph Com- 
pany. These proposals call for some observations from his Grace. 2 « = 


Article 1.—His Grace sees no objection to the grant of land contemplated in this 
article, but the “rights” stipulated for are so indeterminate that, without further 
explanation, they could scarcely be promised in the shape in which they are asked. He 
anticipates, however, no practical difficulty on this head. ao a “ * 


His Grace apprehends that the Crown land contemplated in Article 3, 1s the terri- 
tory lying between the eastern boundary of British Columbia and the territory purport- 
ing to be granted to the Hudson’s Bay Company by their charter. His Grace must 
clearly explain that Her Majesty’s Government do not undertake, in performance of this 


article of the agreement, to go to the expense of settling any questions of disputed 
*k * 


ie 


boundary, but only to grant land to which the Crown title is clear. - 


Subject to these observations, and to such questions of detail as further considera- 
tion may elicit, the Duke of Newcastle cordially approves of the Company’s proposals, 
and is prepared to sanction the grants of land contemplated in the 3rd article. 


ee a 
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He intends to communicate the scheme, with a copy of this letter, to the Governor- 
General of* Canada and the Governor of Vancouver Island, recommending the project to 
their attentive consideration. 


I am, etc., 


C. ForvTEscuE. 
EK. W. Watkin, Esq., etc., etc., ete. 


THe CoLontaL SECRETARY TO THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL.* 


Downine Srreet, 
lst May, 1863. 


My Lorp,—lI enclose copy of a letter addressed to me by Mr. Watkin on behalf of 
2sth April, 1863. the “ Atlantic and Pacific Transit and Telegraph Company,” and trans- 
mitting the heads of a proposal made by that Company for establishing telegraphic and 
postal communication from Lake Superior to New Westminster. 


I also enclose copies of the answer which I have caused to be returned to that letter, 
and of a despatch which I have addressed to the Governor of Vancouver’s Island. 


From these you will perceive that I value highly the advantages promised by this 
scheme—taken, as it ought to be, as part of a large scheme for connecting, through 
British territory, the shores of the Atlantic with those of the Pacific ; that I am pre- 
pared to accede, on the part of Her Majesty’s Government, to the grant of land contem- 
plated in the third article of the “heads of proposal;” and that I have recommended the 
project to the acceptance of the colonies of British Columbia and Vancouver's Island, 
subject to such modifications of detail (if any) as further examination may show to be 
necessary. 


With this information, I should wish you to submit the proposal for the considera- 
tion of your Government. 


I have, etc., 


NEWCASTLE. 


Governor Viscount Monck, 
ete., etc., etc: 


REPORT OF A COMMITTEE OF COUNCIL, APPROVED BY THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL ON THE 
18TH FeEpruary, 1864. 


(Eatract.) 


The Committee of the Executive Council have had under consideration a despatch, 
No. 49, from His Grace the Duke of Newcastle, dated Ist May, 1863, with enclosures, 
on the subject of a proposal of the “ Atlantic and Pacific Transit and Telegraph Com- 


eee Pave Tie SE 
* Sess. Papers, Can., 1863, No, 31. 
t Sess. Papers, Can., 1864, Vol. 23, No. 62. 
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pany,” to establish telegraphic and postal communication from Lake Superior to New 
Westminster, in British Columbia.* * es * * 

The Committee have not been able to persuade themselves that the people of Canada 
would be likely to receive benefits corresponding to the cost of constructing a line of tele- 
graph from the seat of government to the head of Lake Superior, and guaranteeing half 
the interest of the cost of constructing a line from that point to the Pacific Coast, unless at 
the same time the fertile valleys and plains of the Great North-West are made accessible 
to Canadian settlers, and to European emigrants, who are in quest of cheap lands under 
the protection of the British flag and a free Constitutional Government. 

A ‘telegraph line” will not accomplish these objects, though it may serve an impor- 
tant purpose and lead ultimately to their attainment. But unless ‘‘The Atlantic and 
Pacific Transit and Telegraph Company” are prepared to undertake the construction of 
aroad part passw with the telegraph line, the Committee cannot, in the present con- 
dition of the Canadian exchequer, and with the important questions of boundary, terri- 
torial jurisdiction and form of government in the vast territory proposed to be opened, 
still unsettled, recommend acceptance of the heads of proposal as submitted by them, and 
conditionally approved by His Grace. 

The Committee are of opinion that in view of the recent change in the constitution 
and objects of the Hudson’s Bay Company, which, from the corr espondence laid before 
the House of Lords, appears to have been effected, ‘and the claims which the new organi- 
zation have reiterated with the apparent sanction of His Grace the Duke of Newcastle, 
to territorial rights over a vast region not included in their original Charter, it is highly 
expedient that steps be taken to settle definitely the North-Western boundary of Canada. 

The Committee therefore recommend that correspondence be opened with the 
Imperial Government with a view to the adoption of some speedy, inexpensive and 
mutually satisfactory plan to determine this important question, and that the claim of 
Canada be asserted to all that portion of Central British America which can be shown to 
have been in the possession of the French at the period of the cession, in 1763. 


Certified. 
Wo. H. Lez, C.E.C. 


THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL TO THE COLONIAL SECRETARY. + 


QUEBEC, 
19th February, 1864. 
My Lorp Duxer,—I have the honour to enclose a Report of the Executive Council 
on the proposals of the Atlantic and Pacific Transit and Telegraph Company, transmit- 
ted to me with your Grace’s despatch, No. 49, of the lst of May, 1863. 
I have, -etc., 


Moncx. 
His Grace the Duke of Newcastle, 


etc., etc., etc. 


THE COLONIAL SECRETARY TO THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL. f 


DowninG STREET, 
Ist July, 1864. 


My Lorp,—I have had under my consideration your Lordship’s despatch, No. 18, 
of the 19th of February, enclosing to the Duke of Newcastle the Minute of your late 


matters involved. The omissions from the present document are for the like reason. =e. E.L. 
+ Sess. Papers, Can., 1864, Vol. 23, No. 62. 
+ Journals, Legislative Assembly, Can., 1865, Vol. 25, p. 45. 


* [These and other papers referred to are omitted from this collection as having no bearing upon the 
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Executive Council on the subject of the pending negotiation between Her Majesty’s Goy- 
ernment and the Hudson’s Bay Company, for the cession of the rights of that Company 
in the Hudson’s Bay Territory to the Crown. 

In that Minute the Executive Council say they ‘are of opinion that, in view of the 
recent change in the constitution and objects of the Hudson’s Bay Company, which, from 
the correspondence laid before the House of Lords, appears to have been effected, and the 
claims which the new organization have reiterated, with the apparent sanction of His 
Grace the Duke of Newcastle, to territorial rights'over a vast region not included in their 
original Charter, it is highly expedient that steps be taken to settle definitely the North- 
Western boundary of Canada. 

“The Committee therefore recommend that correspondence be opened with the 
Imperial Government with the view to the adoption of some speedy, inexpensive, and 
mutually satisfactory plan to determine this important question, and that the claim of 
Canada be asserted to all that portion of Central British America which can be shown to 
have been in the possession of the French at the period of the cession in 1763.” 

If the proposed cession shall take place, it will be necessary to make provision for 
the future government of the Red River Settlement, and prospectively of such parts of 
the Territory as may from time to time become the seats of settled occupation and industry. 

The Committee of the House of Commons, which in the year 1857 considered the 
state of the British possessions in North America which are under the administration of 
the Hudson’s Bay Company, expressed themselves in the following terms :—“ Your Com- 
mittee consider that it is essential to meet the just and reasonable wishes of Canada, to be 
enabled to annex to her territory such portion of the land in her neighbourhood as may be 
available to her for the purposes of settlement, with which lands she is willing to open 
and maintain communication, and for which she will provide the means of local admin- 
istration. Your Committee apprehend that the districts on the Red River and the 
Saskatchewan are among those likely to be desired for early occupation. It is of great 
importance that the peace and good order of those districts should be effectually secured. 

“Your Committee trust that there will be no difficulty in effecting arrangements, as 
between Her Majesty’s Government and the Hudson’s Bay Company, by which these dis- 
tricts may be ceded to Canada on equitable principles ; and within the districts thus 
annexed to her, the authority of the Hudson’s Bay Company would, of course, entirely 
cease.” 

Before taking any further steps in the negotiations with the Company, I am desirous 
of being informed whether your advisers are prepared to assist in these negotiations, with 
a view of accepting the government of any portion of the territory, and undertaking the 
duties contemplated by the Committee, in case sufficiently favourable terms can be obtained. 
If they are prepared to do So, it will be desirable that they should send over to this coun- 


ture of Canada. If they are not prepared to assist in the negotiations, I shall be glad to 
hear from you their views upon the subject of the north-western boundary of Canada. 


I have, etc., 


EpWArRD CARDWELL. 


Report oF A ComMITTEER oF COUNCIL, APPROVED BY THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL ON THE 
llraH November, 1864.* 


The Committee cf Council have had under their consideration the despatch of the 
Right Honourable Edward Cardwell, Her Majesty’s Secretary of State for the Colonies, 
of Ist July, 1864, in reply to your Excellency’s despatch of 19th February, 1864, 
transmitting Minute of Council on the subject of the pending negotiations between Her 


* Journals, Legislative Assembly, Can., 1865, Vol. 25, p. 46, 
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Majesty’s Government and the Hudson’s Bay Company, for the cession to the Crown of 
the rights of that Company in the North-Western Territories. 

In the Minute of Council transmitted by your Excellency, the Government of Can- 
ada recommended that ‘ correspondence be opened with the Imperial Government, with 
a view to the adoption of some speedy, inexpensive, and mutually satisfactory plan” to 
“ settle definitely the north-western boundary of Canada,” and that ‘ the claim of Canada 
be asserted to all that portion of Central British America which can be shown to have 
been in the possession of the French at the period of the cession in 1763.” 

Mr. Cardwell, in acknowledging this Minute, remarks, that ‘if the proposed cession 
shall take place, it will be necessary to make provision for the future government of the 
Red River Settlement, and prospectively of such parts of the territory as may from time 
to time become the seats of settled occupation and industry.” He quotes from the Report 
of the Select Committee of the House of Commons of 1857, in which it is said :—‘“ Your 
Committee consider that it is essential to meet the just and reasonable wishes of Canada, 
to be enabled to annex to her territory such portion of the land in her neighbourhood as 
may be available to her for the purpose of settlement, with which lands she is willing to 
open and maintain communications, and for which she will provide the means of local 
administration. 

“ Your Committee apprehend that the districts on the Red River and the Saskatche- 
wan are among those likely to be desired for early occupation. It is of great importance 
that the peace and good order of those districts should be effectually secured. Your Com- 
mittee trust that there will be no difficulty in effecting arrangements as between Her 
Majesty’s Government and the Hudson’s Bay Company, by which those districts may be 
ceded to Canada on equitable principles, and within the districts thus annexed to her the 
authority of the Hudson’s Bay Company would, of course, entirely cease.” 

And Mr. Cardwell concludes by asking, whether the Government of Canada are 
prepared to assist in those negotiations with the view of accepting the government of 
any portion of the territory, and undertaking the duties contemplated by the Committee, 
in case sufficiently favourable terms can be obtained ; and he suggests that if prepared so 
to do, it would be desirable that some person duly authorized to communicate the views 
of the Canadian Government, should be sent to England for that purpose. 

The Committee of Council recommend that Mr. Cardwell be informed that the Gov- 
ernment of Canada is more than ever impressed with the importance of opening up to 
settlement and cultivation the lands lying between Lake Superior and the Rocky Moun- 
tains. The great extent of these lands and their adaptability for settlement are now 
established beyond a doubt ; and it is not to be contemplated that a region so fertile, and 
capable of sustaining so vast a population, should longer be closed to civilization for the 
benefit of a trading company, however long established and respectable that company may 
be. The rapid progress of British Columbia adds to the expediency of opening, without 
delay, an overland route to the Pacific, and gives feasibility to the hope, long cherished by 
many, that the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans, ere many years elapse, may be connected by 
one direct line of railway through British territory, from Halifax to British Columbia. 
The close relations springing up between the Red River settlers and the Americans of 
Pembina and St. Paul, and the removal of many Americans into the territory, render it 
doubly expedient that a settled government, under the British Crown, should be estab- 
lished in the country at an early date. The effort now being made, with every prospect 
of success, by the Governments of Canada, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, Newfoundland 
and Prince Edward Island, for the union of all these Provinces under one Government, 
presents another strong reason for settling now the future position of the North-West 
country, more especially as the parties to the proposed British American Federation 
have unanimously agreed that the people of the North-West Territory, and of British 
Columbia and Vancouver, may, at any time, join the Federation on equitable terms, and 
the whole of British America thus become united in one system of government under the 
protecting rule of Great Britain. 

The Government of Canada is ready and anxious to co-operate with the Imperial 
Government in securing the early settlement of the Territory and the establishment of 
‘local government in its settled portions. The Government looks forward with interest 
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to the day when the valley of the Saskatchewan will become the back country of Canada, 
and the land of hope for the hardy youth of the Province when they seek new homes in 
the forest ; and it anticipates with confidence the day when Canada will become the high- 
way of immigration from Europe into those fertile valleys. To attain these ends the 
Government is prepared to render all the aid in its power towards opening up the 
country. 

The Committee of Council are, however, clearly of the opinion that the first step 
towards the settlement of the territory is the extinction of all claim by the Hudson’s Bay 
Company to proprietary rights in the soil or exclusive right of trade. The Committee do 
not deem it necessary now to raise the question of the validity or invalidity of the Com- 
pany’s charter. Were all the pretensions of the Company as to their title fully admitted 
for the sake of argument, the necessity of its speedy extinction would still remain. It 
is not to be entertained for a moment, that half a continent should continue to be shut 
off from the world on the strength of a parchment title, however good. 

The Committee are, however, conscious that it is for the Imperial Government, and 
not for the Government of Canada, to assume the duty of bringing to an end a monopoly 
originating in an English charter, and exercised so long under Imperial sanction ; and 
while acknowledging with thanks the courtesy of Mr. Cardwell, in inviting the Govern- 
ment of Canada to assist in negotiations with the Hudson’s Bay Company for the cession 
to the Crown of their claims, the Committee are of the opinion that the negotiations will 
be advantageously left in the hands of the Imperial Government. When the negotiations 
have been brought to a close the Government of Canada will be ready to arrange with 
the Imperial Government for the annexation to Canada of such portion of the land in 
her neighbourhood as may be available for settlement, as well as for the opening up of 
communications into the territory and providing means of local administration ; or should 
the Imperial Government prefer to erect the territory into a Crown colony, the Govern- 
ment of Canada will gladly co-operate in the opening up of communication into the 
territory and the settlement of the country. 

The Committee express the hope that until the Government of Canada has been com- 
municated with, no cession of large sections of land will be made by the Imperial Gov- 
ernment for any purpose, or any right of way granted through the territory. The history 
of the American continent is replete with examples of the great evils resulting from the 
locking up of extensive tracts of land in the hands of wealthy corporations, whose whole 
object is the realization of large profits. The existence of such an evil in these North- 
Western regions would seriously embarrass the efforts of any Government for the early 
and satisfactory settlement of the country. 

In suggesting that the negotiations with the Hudson’s Bay Company should remain 
in the hands of the Imperial Government, the Committee are anxious that Mr. Cardwell 
should not interpret this as arising from any diminution of interest on the part of Canada 
in the just and speedy settlement of this great question ; on the contrary, the public 
interest in the question, and the desire for the early occupation of the country, have of 
late much increased, and.the best proof of this is furnished in the desire unanimously 
expressed by the recent Conference of the Atlantic Provinces, for a political union with 
the great Western Territories, The Government will observe the progress of the negoti- 
ations with profound interest, and will most gladly communicate with Mr. Cardwell on 
any point which he may deem proper to submit to it. The Honourable the President of 
the Executive Council of Canada [Mr. Brown] sails for England on the 16th instant ; he 
has given much attention to the Hudson’s Bay question, and will be able to communicate 
more fully to Mr. Cardwell the views of the Government on the subject, of which he is. 
fully possessed. 

Certified. 
WW ee Le. Cone es 


REPORT OF HON. GEO. BROWN RESPECTING HIS MISSION TO ENGLAND, 1865. 105 


Report oF THE HonouraBLE Grorce Brown, PresipENT oF THE EXECUTIVE CoUNCIL 
OF CANADA.* 


QUEBEC, 26th January, 1865. 


To His Excellency the Governor-General of Canada in Council. 


My Lorp,—TI have the honour to report that while recently in England, in compli- 
ance with your Excellency’s instructions, I placed myself in communication with Her 
Majesty’s Secretary of State for the Colonies, on the subject of opening up to settlement 
the North-Western Territories. 

In your Excellency’s despatch of 19th January, 1864, to the Colonial Secretary, the 
anxious desire of the Canadian Government was communicated “ for some speedy, inex- 
pensive, and mutually satisfactory plan for settling definitely the North-Western boundary 
of Canada,” and the claim of Canada was asserted to “all that portion of Central British 
America which can be shown to have been in the possession of the French at the period 
of the cession in 1763.” 

In reply to this despatch, Mr. Cardwell, on 1st July, 1864, requested to be informed 
whether the Government of Canada was prepared to assist in negotiations with the Hud- 
son’s Bay Company, with the view of accepting any portion of the territory now claimed 
by that Company, and providing the means of local administration therein ; and he sug- 
gested that if so prepared it would be desirable that some person duly authorized to com- 
municate the views of the Canadian Government should be sent to England for that. 
purpose. 

On the 11th November, 1864, a Minute of Council was approved by your Excellency, 
in reply to Mr. Cardwell’s despatch. It set forth that the Government of Canada was 
ready and anxious to co-operate with the Imperial Government in securing the early set- 
tlement of the North-West Territories, and the establishment of local government in its 
settled portions ; but that in its opinion the first step towards that end was the extinction 
of all claim by the Hudson’s Bay Company to proprietary rights in the soil or exclusive 
rights of trade. It suggested that it was for the Imperial Government, and not for the 
Government of Canada, to assume the duty of bringing to an end a monopoly originating 
in an English charter, and exercised so long under Imperial sanction ; but that when the 
negotiations were brought to a close, the Government of Canada would be ready to 
arrange with the Imperial Government for the annexation to Canada of such portions of 

the territory as might be available for settlement, as well as for the opening up of com- 
munications into the territory and providing means of local administration ; or should 
the Imperial Government prefer to erect the territory into a Crown colony, the Canadian 
Government would gladly co-operate in the opening up of communication into the terri- 
tory, and the settlement of the country. The Minute finally suggested that the under- 
signed, while in England, would communicate more fully to Mr. Cardwell the views of the 
Canadian Government. 

While in London I had the honour of several interviews with Mr. Cardwell, at which 
the whole question was fully discussed ; and I gratefully acknowledge the courtesy and 
attention extended to me by that gentleman. 

I found that negotiations for the cession to the Crown of the territorial claims of 
the Hudson’s Bay Company had been proceeding for a year past between the Colonial 
Minister and the Company ;} and it may not be without advantage that I should state 
here briefly the point to which these negotiations had been brought :— 

I. In July, 1863, the whole interests of the Hudson’s Bay Company were transferred 
to Mr. Edward W. Watkin and certain gentlemen acting with him ; and Sir Edmund 
Head was elected Governor of the Company. The capital stock of the old Company was 
£500,000 sterling, but at the time of the sale and for some time previous each £100 share 


* Journals, Legislative Assembly, Can., 1865, Vol. 25, p. 48. 
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present report.—G. EK. L.] 
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was worth £200 on the London Stock Exchange. The market value of the Company’s 
interests was therefore £1,000,000 sterling. The new Company agreed to pay £1,500,000, 
and did pay that sum, for the transference to them of all the interests of the old Com- 
any. 

TT On the 28th of August, 1863, Sir Edmund Head, as Governor of the new Hud- 
son’s Bay Company, communicated to His Grace the Duke of Newcastle a resolution 
expressive of the conviction that the time had arrived for introducing into the North- 
West Territories the direct authority of the Crown. 

III. On the 9th of October, 1863, Sir Frederick Rogers, by instruction of the Duke 
of Newcastle, informed the Company that His Grace was ready to consider any proposals 
submitted to him by the Hudson’s Bay Company with reference to the introduction of 
the direct authority of Her Majesty’s Government in Rupert’s Land. 

IV. On 11th November, 1863, Sir Edmund Head acknowledged the receipt of Sir 
Frederick Rogers’ communication, and proceeded to explain the views of the Company in 
the following terms :— 

“With regard to the extent of the proposed colony, of which the seat of government 
would be Red River (or Fort Garry), the Committee presume that His Grace would wish 
it to include the whole country from the frontier of the United States to the north branch 
of the Saskatchewan, and to extend eastward towards Lake Superior, as far as the frontier 
of Canada, wherever the precise line of that frontier may be found. Perhaps the most 
convenient limit for the northern boundary would be either the Saskatchewan itself, or a 
line running from the Rocky Mountains eastward through Edmonton House and Fort 
Cumberland, and, from the latter, following the Saskatchewan down to Lake Winnipeg. 
Nothing would be gained by going further to the northward, nor by including the eastern 
side of Lake Winnipeg ; but from the mouth of the Winnipeg River, where it enters the 
lake, the line of demarcation might be run eastward until it cut the Canadian frontier 
somewhere north of Lake Superior or Lake Huron.” 

After hinting at the purchase by Government of the whole territorial claims of the 
Company for a sum of money, payable down or by instalments—but which he admits is 
probably an impracticable solution—Sir Edmund Head goes on to propose, as the condition 
of the Company’s consent to the erection of a Crown colony, that ‘the Company should 
retain the ownership in fee simple of one-half of the lands in the colony, and the other 
half should be conveyed by the Company to the Crown.” And this compromise he explains 
the Company suggests, only subject to the following stipulations :— 

“Ist. The Hudson’s Bay Company should have the sole right to erect, and should 
bind themselves to complete within five years, an electric telegraph to connect British 
Columbia and Canada. © The line for this telegraph should be approved by the Secretary 
of State, and it should be maintained by the Company, who would, of course, engage to 
convey the messages of the Imperial and Colonial Governments at a fixed and moderate 
rate. 

“It would be necessary as a condition precedent to the erection of the telegraph, — 

“(a) That the Government of British Columbia and Canada should pledge their faith 
respectively to the Secretary of State to pay the yearly sum set forth in the enclosures 
to the despatch of July 31, 1862, with all the advantages as to lands to be granted by Her 
Majesty’s Government, and other terms therein specified. 

(6) That a road should be laid out along the line of telegraph, but the soil on which 
the telegraph stands, and the space, say one mile in width, on one side of its course, should 
belong to the Hudson’s Bay Company, to be reckoned as part of the half of the land 
which they would retain. The other side of the road might be included in the half belong- 
ing to the Crown. 

‘““(c) That the Company, in constructing the telegraph, should be entitled to use 
wood or other materials taken from ungranted land. 

“2nd. The Crown shall resume the grant of mines, and diggings of gold and silver 
throughout the colony, on condition of paying to the Hudson’s Bay Company one-third of 
the receipts of all dues, royalties, rents, etc., from such mines or diggings, whether raised 
by way of export duty or otherwise, but the Company should not be liable for expenses 
of collection or escort. 
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“3rd. The buildings required for military or Government purposes at Fort Garry or 
Red River should be valued and purchased of the Company. 

“4th. The Company should retain as a portion of their half of the lands, all lots 
already laid out and surveyed, as well as five thousand acres round each of their forts as 
posts.” 

V. On 11th March, 1864, Mr. Chichester Fortescue, Under-Secretary of State for 
the Colonies, by direction of the Duke of Newcastle, rejected the proposal of the Company. 
In the course of his communication the following passages occur :— 


“In an unsettled colony, there is no effectual mode of taxation for purposes of 
government and improvement, and the whole progress of the colony depends on the liberal 
and prudent disposal of its land. These considerations afford decisive reasons against 
leaving that land in the possession of a corporation. And I am to observe that these 
objections, conclusive in any case, are greatly enhanced in the case of the Hudson’s Bay 
Company, as I learn from your letter that it has been the ‘unvarying opinion’ of the 
Committee on whose behalf you speak that the Company would ‘lose fully as much as 
they would gain by the increase of settlement in the chartered territory.’ It is there- 
fore (to say the least) a question whether the Company would not be under a direct 
inducement to use their proprietary rights to thwart the colonizing efforts of the Govern- 
ment. 5 4 : : The conclusive objection to the scheme is that it would 
reproduce in a gigantic shape the inconveniences which, on a far smaller scale, were found 
intolerable in Canada. It is evident as matter of reasoning, and notorious as a matter of 
fact, that the interposition of large blocks of property between tracts or districts of 
Crown land must obstruct the opening up of those districts, unless it fortunately hap- 
pens that the private proprietor is ready to expend money pari passw with the Govern- 
ment in the construction of roads and other improvements, and to conform his land policy 
to that of the authorities. It is also clear that colonists of the Anglo-Saxon race look 
upon the land revenue as legitimately belonging to the community ; and that the diver- 
sion of half or more than half of that revenue to the purpose of increasing the dividends 
of a private corporation would cause a continual and growing discontent which could not 
be allayed by any abstract argument of right, and the full force of which the Government 
would be expected by the Company to sustain. His Grace cannot consent to make him- 
self responsible for these consequences, and he is therefore obliged to treat as inadmissible 
any proposal for the proprietary partition of those territories which may be placed under 
the Government of the Crown.” 

Mr. Fortescue then proceeds to state “the only terms which, after very grave con- 
sideration, His Grace feels himself able to propose for the acceptance of the Company,” as 
follows :— 


‘1. That within certain geographical limits (coinciding more or less than those laid 
down in your letter) the territorial rights of the Company should be surrendered to the 
Crown. 

“2. That the sum of ls. per acre on every acre sold by Government should be paid 
to the Company, and payment to cease when their aggregate receipts from this source 
shall exceed £150,000, or on the expiration of 50 years. 

“3. That one-fourth of the sum received by the Government as an export duty for 
gold, or on leases of gold mines, or licenses for gold mining, shall be payable to the Com- 
pany for 50 years, or until the aggregate receipts shall amount to £100,000 

“4, That on these conditions a Government be established in the ceded territories— 
Great Britain undertaking the expense and risk of that Government until the colony is 
able to support it, as in British Columbia and other colonies. 

“Tt must be clearly understood that the payments contemplated in the second and 
third of these articles are entirely dependent on the Government receipts, and that the 
Government will not be pledged to any particular form of levying a tax upon gold.” 

Appended to Mr. Fortescue’s letter was the following postscript :— 

* P.S.—Since the above letter was drafted, His Grace has received from the Governor- 
General of Canada a despatch, from which it appears that the Canadian Government con- 
emplate the assertion of a claim to all that portion of Central America which can be 
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shown to have been in the possession of the French in 1763. It must, of course, be 
understood that the above suggestions are made on the supposition that the cession by 
the Company will place Her Majesty’s Government in possession of an indisputable title 
to the territory ceded by them.” 

VI. On the 14th March, 1864, Sir Edmund Head replied to Mr. Fortescue’s letter 
of the 11th March, taking strong exception to the postscript of that letter. Among, 
other passages was the following :— 

‘We believe the title of the Hudson’s Bay Company to be good, and we are prepared 
to defend it in any court in which it may be impugned; but we are not prepared to 
originate any enquiry of the kind, or to undertake to give any guarantee, or to present to. 
the Secretary of State any title other than that which I have already said is as well known 
to His Grace as it is to ourselves. Such as it is, it must be taken for better for worse, for 
we have no other to offer, and we believe that to be sufficient. If, therefore, any such 
guarantee or undertaking is a condition precedent to the completion of an arrangement 
on the basis suggested in your letter of the 11th instant, it will, we fear, be wholly 
useless for us to enter into the consideration of the principle of that offer, or any discus- 
sion how far the details involved in it are or are not acceptable to the Company, or how 
far the amount of compensation would be sufficient. If indeed the question were one 
only of some few miles, more or less, of boundary, the case would be wholly different. 


But in the form in which the claim is presented to us in your postscript, it appears to the: 


Committee to make all further action impracticable.” 
Sir Edmund Head goes on to say :— 


“But for this preliminary difficulty arising from the postscript to your letter, it — 


would now be my duty to call your attention to the fact that that letter makes no allusion 
to a substantive portion of our offer, to which we attach great importance, that, namely, 
of erecting, on certain terms, an electric telegraph across the Hudson’s Bay Territory. 
We have ceded to no one the right to do this, and we are perfectly ready, on fair con- 
ditions, and as part of the arrangement, to undertake to do it ourselves. Nor is anything 
said in the counter-proposal made by you as to the portions of land which the Company 
might be allowed to retain as private property, nor as to the manner in which their build- 
ings and improvements would be dealt with.” 

VII. On the 5th April, 1864, Sir Frederick Rogers addressed Sir Edmund Head, in 


rejoinder to his letter of the 14th March. In reference to the Company’s objection to the — 


postscript of Mr. Fortescue’s letter, he said :— 


“It appears to the Duke of Newcastle that the Company has somewhat misappre- 


hended the intention with which that postscript was written. It is assumed, for the pre- 


sent purpose, that the grant to the Hudson’s Bay Company is a valid grant. But it. 


appears to be contended on the part of Canada that, whether valid or not, an instrument 
which only granted to the Company land not in possession of a foreign power in the year 


1670, could not, from its very terms, comprehend, in 1763, a territory which then belonged j 
to the French, and which it is contended must therefore have then belonged and belongs: | 


now to Canada. If this claim on the part of Canada were established, it would be 
evidently impossible for Her Majesty’s Government to secure that land to which it is. 


extended, should, when sold, be subject to a payment of ls. an acre to the Hudson’s Bay | 
Company. It is therefore impossible for His Grace to make any pledge of this kind — 


except as to land which is beyond the scope of the Canadian claim.” 


Sir Frederick Rogers, however, then went on to modify somewhat this position. He 


said :— 

“As regards the territories west of the Mississippi, to which the present negotiation 
in the main relates, the Duke of Newcastle, after a careful examination, is prepared, for 
the purpose of the present negotiation, to assume that the Canadian claim is groundless. 
And he therefore authorizes me to renew the proposals contained in the body of my letter: 
of the 11th, subject to the following stipulation :—That in case it should be found advis- 
able to cede or annex to Canada any territory lying eastward of a line passing through 
Lake Winnipeg, and from thence to and through the Lake of the Woods, Her Majesty’s. 
Government should be at liberty to exempt the annexed territory from all payments to 


the Hudson’s Bay Company, which payments would thenceforth be exclusively leviable — 
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(without any deduction from their amount) on the territories acquired by the Crown to 
the west of the above line of demarcation.” 

In regard to the second part of Sir Edmund Head’s letter of 14th March, Sir Fred- 
erick Rogers explained that the Duke of Newcastle was quite willing to recognize the 
transference to the Hudson’s Bay Company of the rights and responsibilities of the 
Atlantic and Pacific Telegraph and Transit Company—“ if it is recognized by the colonies 
concerned.” And he goes on to say, that His Grace “is further willing that on the com- 
pletion of the road and telegraph from the frontier of Canada to that of British Colum- 
bia, lands adjacent to the line shall be granted to the Company at the rate of one square 
mile for every lineal mile of road and telegraph constructed on Crown lands between 
the line of demarcation above described and the frontier of British Columbia.” 

VIII. On the 13th April, the Company accepted the offer of Government in prin- 
ciple, but considered that the amount of the payments within fifty years out of the land 
and gold revenues should not be limited, or if limited, should be limited to £1,000,000 
instead of £250,000. They asked in addition to be allowed— 

(1) To retain as private property their “ Posts and Stations” (on which buildings 
had been erected) “outside the Red River Settlement, with an area of 6,000 acres round 
each such post.” 

(2) To retain “all lots set out and occupied by them.” 

(3) To receive for every 50,000 acres of land sold by the Crown, ‘a grant of 5,000 
acres of wild land” of their own choice. 


They also require exemption from exceptional taxation and relief from every expense 
of government. 

As the basis of an arrangement for “through communication,” they expressed their 
readiness to adopt Mr. Watkin’s plan (modified, as it necessarily would be by the amalga- 
mation of the Hudson’s Bay Company, and the Transit and Telegraph Company), but 
they required five square miles of land per lineal mile of telegraph and road, instead of 
one square mile as offered by Government. 

IX. On the 6th of June, Mr. Cardwell declined to accept these proposals without 
considerable modifications, but deferred any counter-proposal until after consultation 
with the Treasury and with the Canadian Government. 

This was the position of the negotiation when the undersigned reached London, early 
in December, 1864, and when Mr. Cardwell placed in his hands the papers of which a 
Summary has been given. 

Mr. Cardwell, in explaining verbally the state of the negotiations, added, that in case 
the Hudson’s Bay Company’s offer of 13th April, 1864, was accepted by the Government 
of Canada, as containing in principle a basis on which negotiations might be continued 
with the hope of a satisfactory solution, he was of opinion that considerable modifications 
of the terms might be obtained. 

That there might be no misunderstanding as to the offer of the Company, I requested 
that a map might be obtained from Sir Edmund Head, so coloured as to show clearly the 
territory now claimed by the Hudson’s Bay Company as their property ; and also a second 
map so coloured as to show what portion of the land claimed to be theirs, they now pro- 
posed to surrender to the Crown. Two maps, coloured in this manner, were accordingly 
obtained from the Company, and are appended to this report. 

Accompanying these maps was a letter from Sir Edmund Head, dated 7th Decem- 
ber, 1864, which, without abating his proposal of 13th April, offered as an alternative :— 

1, That the Company be paid £1,000,000 sterling. 

2. That the Government of British North America acknowledge the Company’s 
right to trade, without exclusive privileges of any kind, within the territory. 

3. That the Company should hold in fee simple all their posts now occupied, with a 
reasonable area round each post. All previous sales and bargains made by them at Red 
River shall be confirmed. 

4. That the Government of British North America shall impose no exceptional taxes 
on the Company, its property or its servants. 

5. That the disputed matter of the Company’s lands in Canada be settled by issuing 
grants on the footing formerly agreed upon between Mr. Vankoughnet and Mr. Hopkins. 
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6. That the Company shall be bound to hand over to the Government of British 
North America all the materials for the construction of the telegraph on the payment of 
the cost price and expenses already incurred. 

In discussing with Mr. Cardwell these demands of the Hudson’s Bay Company, I 
pointed out what appeared to me the utterly untenable character of their pretensions, I 
endeavoured to show that they were seeking to sell to Her Majesty’s Government, for an 
enormous sum, territory to which they had no title under their charter; and I contended 
that if the solution of the question was to be sought in the purchase of a portion of the 
Company’s territorial claims, the first step was clearly to ascertain what validity there was 
in those claims—what land the Company really had to sell. 

I further stated, as my personal view of the matter, that no solution would be satis- 
factory to the people of Canada short of the entire extinction of the Hudson’s Bay Com- 
pany’s territorial claims and exclusive rights of trade. I pointed out, that to recognize 
and maintain the exclusive pretensions of the Company over a large portion of the con- 
tinent, and to give it thereby a monopoly of the lucrative fur trade, would be simply 
erecting a harrier in the way of the rapid settlement of the country, and laying the foun- 
dation for serious difficulty when the country became settled, and for a further demand 
on the part of the Hudson’s Bay Company, some years hence, for the final extinction of 
its claims. 

I urged that in view of the present unsettled position of the American continent, it 
was of the highest importance to attract to British America as large a share as possible 
of the European emigration—that the opening up of the North West Territories, with all 
their agricultural, mineral and fur-trading advantages, would conduce vastly to that end 
—and that a further delay of this step would (from the immigration of Americans now 
going on into the territory) render the establishment of British institutions in the settled 
portions of the country much more difficult than if action were taken now. 

Denying the claims set up by the Hudson’s Bay Company, I further contended that, 
even were all their pretensions admitted for the sake of argument, the sum demanded by 
the Company—namely, one million sterling—was much more than they are entitled to 
receive for the entire extinction of their claims from the Atlantic to the Rocky Moun- 
tains, and from the American line to the extreme north. T pointed out, that it was only 
eighteen months since the rights of the Hudson’s Bay Company had passed by purchase 
into the hands of the present proprietors ; that they paid £1,500,000 for those rights, 
which was fifty per cent. above the then market value of the property ; and I referred to 
the official prospectus on which the new company was formed in J uly, 1863, for proof 
that the demand now made on Her Majesty’s Government by the Company was utterly 
unreasonable. I drew Mr. Cardwell’s attention to the fact, that the prospectus declared 
that the assets of the new Hudson’s Bay Company, exclusive of the landed territory, had 
been “recently valued by competent valuers at £1,023,569 sterling,” and that these assets. 
were further explained to consist of “goods in the interior, on ship-board, and other 
stock-in-trade, including shipping, business premises, and other buildings necessary for 
carrying on the fur trade.” I pointed out that in addition to this large amount of con- 
vertible property, ‘‘a cash balance” derived from the old Hudson’s Bay Company was. 
spoken of in the prospectus ; and that other large landed possessions, besides those in the 
east of the Rocky Mountains and north of the American line, were thus set forth in the 
prospectus as being part of the property purchased by the new Company. 

“In addition to its chartered territory, the Company possess the following valuable 
landed property :—Several plots of land in British Columbia, occupying most favourable 
sites at the mouths of rivers, the titles to which have been confirmed by Her Majesty’s 
Government ; farms ; building sites in Vancouver’s Island ; and in Canada, ten square 
miles at LaCloche, on Lake Huron, and tracts of land at fourteen other places.” 

In addition to all this, I directed Mr. Cardwell’s attention to the fact that the Hud- 
son’s Bay Company held a claim against the American Government, and which was at. 
that moment under consideration by arbitrators, for the surrender of their rights on the 
Pacific, south of the boundary line established under the Oregon Treaty. I stated, on 
information that had reached me, but without personal knowledge of its correctness, that. 
the American Government had expressed its willingness to pay $1,000,000 for the extine- 
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tion of that claim, but that the Company rejected it, and were in expectation of receiving 
a much larger sum. 

In view of all these facts, I contended that it was utterly unreasonable on the part of 
the Company to claim any such sum as £1 ,000,000 sterling, even for the entire extinction 
of their territorial and trade claims east of the Rocky Mountains. But I admitted that 
it was for Her Majesty’s Imperial Government to settle with the Hudson’s Bay Company 
the consideration to be paid for the extinction of their claims, as it could not be expected 
that the people of Canada should bear the burden of extinguishing a monopoly that they 
did not create and have never recognized, and the advantages from the extinguishing of 
which they would only share in common with the rest of Her Majesty’s subjects. I urged 
that the Imperial Government should, without delay, secure the extinction of the Com- 
pany’s claims; and that the Government of Canada would be prepared to assume the duty 
and cost of opening up communications into the country and establishing local government 
in the settled portions. 

I had the honour of interviews with several of Her Majesty’s Ministers, who were 
then in London, in which I was permitted to urge these views to a greater or less extent. 
But the Christmas holidays having intervened, and being compelled to leave England in 
time to be present at the opening of the Canadian Parliament on the 19th J anuary, I was 
unable to press the matter to a close. I therefore suggested to Mr. Cardwell that I would 
report to your Excellency the point to which the discussion had been brought, and that: 
when the proposed deputation of members of the Canadian Government visited England 
in spring, the negotiation might be resumed, and, if possible, brought to a satisfactory 
termination. Mr. Cardwell kindly consented to this arrangement. 


I have the honour to be, 
My Lord, 


Your most obedient servant, 


- 


GEORGE Brown. 


Report or A ComMITTEE oF CoUNCIL, APPROVED BY THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL. ON THE 
24TH Marcu, 1865.* 


The Committee respectfully recommend that four Members of your Excellency’s 
Council do proceed to England to confer with Her Majesty’s Government :— 


lst. Upon the proposed Confederation of the British North American Provinces, 
and the means whereby it can be most speedily effected. 

2nd. Upon the arrangements necessary for the defence of Canada, in the event of 
war arising with the United States, and the extent to which the same should be shared 
between Great Britain and Canada. 

3rd. Upon the steps to be taken with reference to the Reciprocity Treaty, and the 
rights conferred by it upon the United States. 

4th. Upon the arrangements necessary for the settlement of the North-West Terri- 
tory and Hudson’s Bay Company’s claims. 

5th, And, generally, upon the existing critical state of affairs by which Canada is 
most seriously affected. 

The Committee further recommend that the following members of Council be named 
to form the delegation, viz :—Messrs. Macdonald, Cartier, Brown and Galt. 


Certified. 
Wm. H. Luz, 0.E.C. 


* Journals, Legislative Assembly, Can., 1865, Vol. 25, p. 8. 
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REPORT OF A COMMITTEE OF COUNCIL, APPROVED BY THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL ON 
THE 27TH Marcu, 1865.* 


The Committee have under consideration the Report (hereunto appended) of the Hon- 
ourable the President of the Executive Council, on the subject of his communications 
with the Right Honourable the Secretary of State for the Colonies, in London, in reference 
to the opening up to settlement the North-West Territories. 

The Committee respectfully recommend that the negotiations be taken up, by the 
deputation of Members of Council now about to proceed to London, at the point to which 
they had been so ably brought by the President of the Council, and carried, if possible, to 
a successful termination. 

Certified. 
Wma. H. Les, C.E.C. 


THE COLONIAL SECRETARY TO THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL. + 


Downine STREET, 
17th June, 1865. 


My Lorp,—I have the honour to inform your Lordship that several conferences 
‘have been held between the four Canadian Ministers who were deputed, under the Minute 
of your Executive Council of March 24th, to proceed to England to confer with Her 
Majesty’s Government on the part of Canada, and the Duke of Somerset, the Earl pone 
Mr. Gladstone, and myself, on the part of Her Majesty’s Government. s ‘y 

On the fourth point,{ the subject of the North-West Territory, the Caitsatan 
Ministers desired that that Territory should be made over to Canada, and undertook to 
negotiate with the Hudson’s Bay Company for the termination of their rights, on con- 
dition that the indemnity, if any, should be paid by a loan to be raised by Canada under 
the Imperial guarantee. With the sanction of the Cabinet, we assented to this proposal, 
undertaking that if the negotiation should be successful, we, on the part of the Crown, 
being satisfied that the amount of the indemnity was reasonable, and the security sufficient, 
sould apply to ae Imperial Parliament to sanction the agreement and to guarantee the 
amount. 2 ie * 7" * 


I have, etc., 


EpwWArRD CARDWELL. 
Governor-General Viscount Monck, 


etc., etc., ete. 


Report oF THE CANADIAN DELEGATES TO ENGLAND.S 


To His Excellency the Right Honourable Viscount Monck, Governor-General of British 
North America, etc., ete. 


May it please your Excellency, 


The undersigned having, by Order in Council of 24th March, 1865, been appointed 
a Committee of the Executive Council of Canada to proceed to England and confer with 
Her Majesty’s Government on certain subjects of importance to the Province, sailed for 


* Journals, Legislative Assembly, Canada, 1865, Vol. 25, p. 54. 
+ Journals, Legislative Assembly, Canada, 1865, Vol. 25, p. 13. 


{[Namely, the fourth point of the Minute of the Executive Council of Canada of 24th March, 1865, 
ante, p. 111. The omitted portions of the present despatch refer to the other points of that minute, and are 
therefore not pertinent to the question now at issue.—G. E. L. 


§ Journals, Legislative Assembly, Canada, 1865, Vol. 25, p. 9. 
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England in April last ; and having discharged the duty entrusted to them and returned 
to Canada, we now beg to submit, for your Excellency’s information, a statement of our 
proceedings while in London.t * * * * * ‘ 

The important question of opening up to settlement and cultivation the vast British 
Territories on the north-west borders of Canada next obtained the attention of the Con- 
ference. Your Excellency is aware that the desire of the Government of Canada for a 
satisfactory and final adjustment of this matter has been often formally expressed. In 
your Excellency’s despatch of the 19th February, 1864, to the Colonial Secretary, the 
anxious desire of the Canadian Government was communicated “for some speedy, inex- 
pensive, and mutually satisfactory plan” for settling definitely “the North-Western 
boundary of Canada,” and the claim of Canada was asserted to “all that portion of 
Central British America which can be shown to have been in the possession of the 
French at the period of that cession in 1763.” 

In reply to this despatch, Mr. Cardwell, on 1st July, 1864, requested to be informed 
whether the Government of Canada was prepared to assist in negotiations with the Hud- 
son’s Bay Company, with the view of accepting any portion of the territory now claimed 
by that Company, and providing the means of local administration therein ; and he sug- 
gested that if so prepared it would be desirable that some person duly authorized to 
communicate the views of the Canadian Government should be sent to England for that 
purpose. 

On the 11th November, 1864, a Minute of Council was approved by your Excellency, 
in reply to Mr. Cardwell’s despatch. It set forth that the Government of Canada was 
ready and anxious to co-operate with the Imperial Government in securing the early 
settlement of the North-West Territories, and the establishment of local government in 
its settled portions ; but that in its opinion the first step towards that end was the extinc- 
tion of all claim by the Hudson’s Bay Company to proprietary rights in the soil and 
exclusive rights of trade. It suggested that it was for the Imperial Government, and not 
for the Government of Canada, to assume the duty of bringing to an end a monopoly 
originating in an English charter, and exercised so long under Imperial sanction ; but 
that when the negotiations were brought to a close, the Government of Canada would be 
ready to arrange with the Imperial Government for the annexation to Canada of such 
portions of the territory as might be available for settlement, as well as for the opening 
up of communications into the territory and providing means of local administration. 
Or should the Imperial Government prefer to erect the territory into a Crown colony, the 
Canadian Government would gladly co-operate in the opening up of communication into 
the territory, and the settlement of the country. The Minute finally suggested that the 
Honourable President of the Council while in England would communicate more fully to 
Mr. Cardwell the views of the Canadian Government. 

The negotiations that followed on this despatch satisfied us of the impossibility. of 
enforcing the end sought by Canada without long-protracted, vexatious and costly litiga- 
tion. The Hudson’s Bay Company were in possession, and if time were their object, 
could protract the proceedings indefinitely ; and Her Majesty’s Government appeared 
unwilling to ignore pretensions that had frequently received quasi recognition from the 
Imperial authorities. Calling to mind, therefore, the vital importance to Canada of hav- 
ing that great and fertile country opened up to Canadian enterprise, and the tide of emi- 
gration into it directed through Canadian channels—remembering also the danger of large 
grants of land passing into the hands of mere moneyed corporations and embarrassing the 
rapid settlement of the country—and the risk that the recent discoveries of gold on the 
eastern slope of the Rocky Mountains might throw into the country large masses of set- 
lers unaccustomed to British institutions—we arrived at the conclusion that the quickest 
solution of the question would be the best for Canada. We accordingly proposed to the 
Imperial Ministers that the whole British territory, east of the Rocky Mountains and 
north of the American or Canadian lines, should be made over to Canada, subject to such 
rights as the Hudson’s Bay Company might be able to establish ; and that the compensa 
tion to that Company (if any were found to be due) should be met by a loan guaranteed 


+ [The omitted portions of this Report do not relate to the matters in issue.—G. E. L.] 
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by Great Britain. The Tmperial Government consented to this, and a careful investiga- 
tion of the case satisfies us that the compensation to the Hudson’s Bay Company cannot, 
under any circumstances, be onerous. It is but two years since the present Hudson’s Ba 
Company purchased the entire property of the old Company ; they paid £1,500,000 for 
the entire property and assets,—in which were included a large sum of cash on hand, 
large landed properties in British Columbia and elsewhere not included in our arrange- 
ment, 2 very large claim against the United States Government under the Oregon Treaty ;. 
and ships, goods, pelts and business premises in England and Canada valued at 
£1,023,569. The value of the territorial rights of the Company, therefore, in the estima- 
tion of the Company itself, will be easily arrived at. 

The results of our communications with the Committee of Her Majesty’s Government 
were placed, by Mr. Cardwell, in the form of a despatch to your Excellency ; that docu- 
ment bears date the 17th June, 1865, and has already reached your Excellency’s hands. 
It contains a correct statement of the result of the conference. = i ¥ 


JoHN A. MAcpona.p. 
Gero. Et. CARTIER. 
Gro. Brown. 
A. T. GaALt. 

QUEBEC, 12th July, 1865. 


THE GovERNOR-GENERAL TO THE COLONIAL SECRETARY.* 


GOVERNMENT Housg, 
QuEBEC, 16th August, 1865. 


Srr,—I have the honour to transmit for your information copies of papers relating 
to the opening up of the North-West Territory to settlement and legislation, which I 
have caused to be laid before both Houses of the Legislature of Canada. + 


I have, etc., 


Monck. 
The Right Honourable 


E. Cardwell, M.P., etc., etc., 
Secretary of State. 


—_———_ 


Mr. McEwen to rae Governor or raz Hupson’s Bay Company. { 


9 Nicnotas Lanes, Lomparp Street, E.C., 
Lonpon, 18th Jan., 1866. 


S1r,—Will you permit me to enquire, on behalf of self and friends, whether the 
Hudson’s Bay Company is at liberty and is willing to dispose of its cultivable territory 
to a party of Anglo-American capitalists, who would settle and colonize the same on a 
system similar to that now in operation in the United States, in respect to the organiza- 
tion of Territories and States ? 

If so, perhaps you will state whether you are also ready to make or to receive, with 
the intention of business, a proposition for the absolute sale of the same. 

I have, etc., 


ALEX. McEwen. 
Sir Edmund Head, 


Governor Hudson Bay Company, 
Fenchurch Street. 


* Sess. Papers, Can., 1867-8, Vol. 1, No. 19. 
+ [It does not appear what these papers were.—G. FE. L.] 
¢ Sess. Papers, Can., 1867-8, Vol. 1, No. 19, 
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——— 


THE SECRETARY oF THE Hupson’s Bay Company to Mr. McEwen.* 


Hupson’s Bay Houss, 
Lonpon, 24th January. 1866. 


Srr,—Your letter of January 18th was received and laid before the Governor and 
Committee at their meeting on the 23rd inst. 

I am directed by them in reply to inform you that they are quite ready to entertain 
and consider favourably any proposal for purchasing a portion of the Company’s Terri- 
tory for the purpose of colonization. 

With respect to the organization of the Territory to be settled, the Hudson’s Bay 
Company would be desirous of faciliating such organization by the exercise of any power 
which they lawfully possess. As Rupert’s Land is a British colony, the concurrence of 
Her Majesty’s Government on the part of the Crown would be necessary in the establish- 
ment of any Government ; but the Governor and Committee see no reason to suppose 
that any obstacle would arise on this account. 


I am, etc., 
THomas Fraser, 


Secretary. 
Alex. McEwen, Esq. 


THE GOVERNOR OF THE Hupson’s Bay Company To THE COLONIAL SecRerary. t 


Hupson’s Bay Houss, 
Lonpoy, 6th February, 1866. 

Sr1r,—I have the honour to enclose certain papers for the information of the Right 
Honourable the Secretary of State : 

A.—Extract from a letter addressed to the Secretary of the Hudson’s Bay Com- 
pany by William Mactavish, Esq., Governor of Rupert’s Land, dated Nov. 13th, 1865. 

B.—Copy of a letter addressed to Secretary of Hudson’s Bay Company, by Mr. 
Alexander McEwen, dated January 18th, 1866. 

C.—Copy of answer to the same, sent by order of the Governor and Committee, and 
dated January 24th, 1866. 

With regard to Mr. Mactavish’s letter it will be observed that Vermilion Lake is in 
the United States Territory, a little south of Rainy Lake. 


I have, etc., 


Epmunp Heap. 
T. F. Elliot, Esq., 


Colonial Office. 


Tue UNDER SECRETARY TO THE GOVERNOR OF THE Hupson’s Bay Company.§ 


Downine STREET, 
20th February, 1866. 


Srr,—I am directed by Mr. Secretary Cardwell to acknowledge the receipt of “your 
letter of the 6th inst., enclosing a copy of one addressed to you.by Mr. McEwen, enquir- 
ing if the Hudson’s Bay Company are willing to dispose of such portion of their 
Territory as is capable of cultivation to a party of Anglo-American capitalists. 


* Sess. Papers, Can., 1867-8, Vol. 1, No. 19. 
+ Sess. Papers, Can., 1867-8, Vol. 1, No. 19. 
t [This extract has reference only to alleged gold discoveries on Vermilion Lake.—G. E. L.] 
§ Sess. Papers, Can., 1867-8, Vol. 1, No. 19. 
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You also enclose a copy of the reply which the Company have returned to this 

enquiry. 
Having regard to the reference you have made in your letter to the probable con- 
currence of Her Majesty’s Government in the establishment of some new government, 
Mr. Cardwell is desirous of reminding you that at the conferences which took place 
during last summer, between the Canadian Ministers and certain members of Her 
Majesty’s Government, the Provincial Ministers expressed their desire that the North- 
Western Territory should be made over to Canada, and they undertook to negotiate with 
the Hudson’s Bay Company for the termination of their rights, on condition that the 
indemnity, if any, should be paid by a loan to be raised by Canada under the Imperial 
guarantee. To this proposal, Her Majesty’s Ministers assented, engaging that if the 
negotiation should be successful, they, on the part of the Crown, being satisfied that the 
amount of the indemnity was reasonable, and the security sufficient, would apply to the 
Imperial Parliament to sanction the arrangement and guarantee the amount. 

Until this engagement shall have been disposed of, it will be necessary for Her 
Majesty’s Government to keep it in view in any steps which they may be called upon to 
take in the matter. 

T am, etc., 


EH. E. Forster. 
Rt. Honourable Sir E. Head, Bart., etc., ete. 


THE CoLonIAL SECRETARY TO THE GovEeRNOR-GENERAL.* 


Downine STREET, 
24th February, 1866. 


My Lorp,—I have the honour to transmit to your Lordship a copy of a letter, 
6th February. with its enclosures from the Governor of the Hudson’s Bay Company, 
20th February. relative to a proposal for purchasing such portion of the Company’s 
Territory as may be capable of cultivation by a party of Anglo-American capitalists. 

I also enclose a copy of a reply which I have returned to Sir Edmund Head. 


I have, etc., 
EpWarD CARDWELL. 
Governor the Right Honourable 
Viscount Monck. 


THE GOVERNOR OF THE Hupson’s Bay Company To THE UNDER SECRETARY.* 


Hupson’s Bay Hovss, 
Lonvon, March Ist, 1866. 


S1r,—I have the honour to acknowledge your letter of the 20th instant. 

I beg to assure the Secretary of State that the Committee of the Hudson’s Bay 
Company have never lost sight of the fact, that an arrangement for transferring their 
rights to Canada was contemplated as possible, although no action or engagement has 
been yet taken on the part of the Company, except so far as to express a readiness 
to consider any offer which may be made. 

The letter to Mr. McEwen intended only to say that the Company would be ready 
to exercise its lawful powers for the protection of the colonists, and the organization of 
a settlement in their territory. If those powers shall have been previously purchased by 
Canada, or assumed by Her Majesty’s Government, their exercise will not be needed, 
because there will then be another government in existence. If such powers were still 
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in the hands of the Company, the Committee ventures to think that the Right Honour- 
able the Secretary of State would probably concur in any lawful exercise of them which 
might be necessary for the good of settlers. 

Irrespective of any question of the government of the Territory, the Committee 
presume that they are at the present time in nowise hampered in the disposal of their 
private property in lands by sale. At the same time, I would venture most respectfully 
to enquire for how long a period the option, if it may be so called, which has been given 
to Canada, is supposed to remain open. 

On the 29th June, 1865, [ assured the Secretary of State of our readiness to con- 
sider-any offer made in pursuance of the agreement between Her Majesty’s Government 
and the Canadian deputation. Since that time, so far as the Committee know, the only 
step taken has been the publication of a report made to the Governor-General of 
Canada, by one of the deputation, in which, as it appears to the Committee, the rights of 
the Company are disputed, and the value of its property systematically depreciated. 

If indeed the action of the Company with reference to its rights of private property 
(as distinguished from its rights of government) is in any degree fettered or suspended 
by the existence of the agreement of Her Majesty’s Government with that of Canada, 
the question of delay, and the possibility of losing a favourable opportunity for sales, 
may become a very grave one in a pecuniary point of view. This is more especially the 
ease, because in the agreement the words ‘‘if any” are expressly inserted in connection 
with the proposed compensation. 

So far, therefore, as that agreement is concerned, the Company, after all, may be 
held entitled to no compensation for their rights, public or private. It is difficult to see 
how a stipulation of this very contingent character, not entered into by the Company 
themselves, cai, with any fairness, be considered as interfering with its right to deal with 
its own property. 

It is scarcely necessary for me to say, that the final acceptance of any offer made by 
Canada or by any other party, would depend, not on the Committee, but on the body of 
shareholders, to whom that property belongs. 


I have, etc., 
Epmunp Heap, 
Governor. 
To E. Forster, Esq., M. P. 


Tue CoLoNIAL SECRETARY TO THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL.* 


Downina STREET, 
3rd March, 1866. 


My Lorp,—With reference to my despatch of the 24th ultimo, No. 18, forwarding 
eopies of a correspondence between the Governor of the Hudson’s Bay Company and this 
Office on the subject of a proposal addressed to that Company by Mr. McEwen, for the 
purchase of a portion of the Hudson’s Bay Company’s Territory in British North 
America, I have the honour to transmit to your Lordship a copy of the reply which Sir 
Edmund Head has returned to the letter written to him by my direction on the 20th 
ultimo. vegftt V8 

I have to request that your Lordship will communicate this reply of Sir Edmund 
Head to your confidential advisers, and state that I shall be glad to be favoured with 
their wishes on the subject of the proposed purchase by Canada of the rights of the 
Hudson’s Bay Company. 

I have, etc., 
EpwarbD CARDWELL. 

Governor Viscount Monck. 
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Report oF A COMMITTEE OF COUNCIL, APPROVED BY THE GoVERNOR-GENERAL ON THR 
22ND Day or Jung, 1866.* 


The Committee of the Executive Council have given their careful consideration to 
the despatches of the Secretary of State for the Colonies, bearing date the 24th February 
and 3rd March last, relative to a proposal made to the Hudson’s Bay Company by a party 
of Anglo-American capitalists, for the purchase “of such portion of the territory claimed 
by the Company as may be capable of cultivation ;” and they have the honour to submit 
to your Excellency the following remarks on the subject :— 

In the first place, the Committee do not admit that the Company have a legal title 
to that portion of the North-Western Territory which is fit for cultivation and settle- 
ment. 

This fertile tract is a belt of land stretching along the northern frontier of the 
United States to the base of the Rocky Mountains, and Canada has always disputed the 
title of the Company to it. 

Even if it be admitted that the Charter of 1670, recognized as it has been by 
several Imperial Statutes, gives to the Company a freehold right in the soil in Rupert’s 
Land, Canada contends that the cultivable tract in question forms no part of that land. 

It is not now necessary to repeat the grounds on which this opinion is founded, as 
they have been already more than once submitted to Her Majesty’s Government, and it 
is only alluded to lest silence on the subject might be assumed as an acquiesence on the 
part of Canada in the right of the Company to sell. Assuming, however, that such right 
exists, the Committee see grave objections to the proposition of Mr. McEwen being enter- 
tuned. Canadian experience has shown that sales of large tracts of land to individuals, 
or commercial corporations, have operated prejudicially to the best interests of the 
Province, and retarded rather than promoted its settlement and progress. Companies or 
individuals purchasing for the purpose of speculation, are governed solely by the one 
view of obtaining a profitable return of the money invested in the purchase. All other 
considerations are set aside. No general or comprehensive system of settlement is or can 
be established. The best tracts are withheld from settlement in order that their value 
may be increased by the improvement of the surrounding country, and by the labour of 
the settlers, and the price paid to the Company for the lands, instead of being expended 
in the opening up of roads and in developing the resources of the country, is divided 
among a number of non-resident shareholders having no interest in the prosperity of the 
country further than as such prosperity contributes to the value of their shares. 

In the correspondence which took place in 1863 and 1864 between the Hudson’s 
Bay Company and the Colonial Office, with reference to the introduction of the direct 
authority of Her Majesty's Government in Rupert’s Land, it appears that the Company 
proposed, as a condition of their assenting to the erection of a Crown colony, that they 
should retain the ownership in fee simple of one-half of the lands of the colony. 
This proposition was rejected by the Duke of Newcastle, in language which appears to 
the Committee to be conclusive : 

“In an unsettled colony there is no effectual mode of taxation for purposes of 
government and improvement, and the whole progress of the colony depends on the 
liberal and prudent disposal of its land. These considerations afford decisive reasons 
against leaving that land in the possession of a corporation. And I am to observe that 
these objections, conclusive in any casd, are greatly enhanced in the case of the Hudson’s 
Bay Company, as I learn from your letter that it has been ‘the unvarying opinion’ of 
the Committee on whose behalf you speak that the Company would ‘lose fully as much 
as they would gain, by the increase of settlement in the chartered Territory.’ It is 
therefore, to say the least, a question whether the Company would not be under a direct 
inducement to use their proprietary rights to thwart the colonizing efforts of the Govern- 
ment. . . . . ‘The conclusive objection to the scheme is that it would reproduce. 
in a gigantic shape the inconveniences which, on a far smaller scale, were found intoler- 
able in Canada. It is evident as a matter of reasoning, and notorious as a matter of 
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fact, that the interposition of large blocks of property between tracts or districts of 
Crown land must obstruct the opening up of those districts, unless it fortunately 
happens that the private proprietor is ready to expend money pari passw with the 
Government in the construction of roads and other improvements, and to conform his 
land policy to that of the authorities. It is also clear that colonists of the Anglo-Saxon 
race look upon the land revenue as legitimately belonging to the community, and that 
the diversion of half or more than half of that revenue to the purpose of increasing the 
dividends of a private corporation would cause a continual and growing discontent, 
which could not be allayed by any abstract argument of right, and the full force of which 
the Government would be expected by the Company to sustain. His Grace cannot con- 
sent to make himself responsible for these consequences, and he is therefore obliged to 
treat as inadmissible any proposal for the proprietary partition of those territories which 
may be placed under the government of the Crown.”* 

If such objections exist to the tenure of large tracts of land by so ancient and 
responsible a corporation as the Hudson’s Bay Company, with large powers of govern- 
ment, and a political as well as a commercial status, with how much greater pressure 
must they weigh against the transfer of such tracts to a private association of 
speculators. 

The Committee are further of opinion that before any steps are taken to introduce 
a large body of settlers into that country, provision should be made for the efficient 
administration of the government there. 

So long as the Great North-West is only occupied by the Hudson’s Bay Company’s 
servants, and by the few scattered settlers at Fort Garry, the system of government now 
obtaining there may work sufficiently well; but whenever a large population shall settle 
in the country, it is to be feared that the Company’s power will be altogether insuffi- 
cient to preserve order and good government, and that its authority will be set at 
nought.. 

“Tt is evident that the old policy of exclusion of strangers from the Territory must 
shortly be at an end. 

The neighbouring territories belonging ta the United States are fast being settled 
up to the boundary line, and if the statements as to the existence of gold in the Valley 
of the Saskatchewan be at all verified, there will, ere long, be an influx of population which 
no power that can be exerted by the Hudson’s Bay Company can either resist or control. 
This population will mainly come from the United States, and although there may be 
a good many of Her Majesty’s subjects among them, by far the greater portion will be 
aliens, ignorant and regardless of the laws of England, and perhaps hostile to the British 
Government. They will utterly disregard the authority of the Company, will endeavour 
to establish a government and tribunals of their own, and, as similar bodies have done 
elsewhere on this continent, assert their political independence. 

Such a community would sever the British North American possessions in twain 
and be the means of retarding, if not altogether preventing, the formation of a railway 
connection between the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans. 

2 The future interests of Canada and all British North America are, therefore, vitally 
concerned in the immediate establishment of a strong Government there, and in its settle- 
ment as a part of the British colonial system. 

Impressed with this conviction, Canada would ere this have opened negotiations 
with the Hudson’s Bay Company for the extinction of their claims, had it not been for 
the prospect of her speedy absorption in the proposed Union of the British North 
American Colonies. It would obviously have been improper for the Canadian Govern- 
ment to commence negotiations which they could not hope to complete, or to enter into 
engagements, the fulfilment of which must fall on the, whole Confederated Provinces. 
At the same time, the Committee beg leave to observe that if the Company had thought 
‘proper to submit for consideration formal proposals for the transfer of their claims, the 
final settlement of the question would have been greatly advanced. 
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Recent events serve to shew that in a few months that union will be effected, and! 
the Committee have no doubt that the Confederate Government and Legislature will feel: 
it to be one of their first duties to open negotiations with the Hudson’s Bay Company, 
for the transfer of their claims to the territory. Meanwhile Canada invites the aid of 
Her Majesty's Government in discountenancing and preventing any such sales of any 
portion of the territory as is now applied for. 


W. H. Lez, CEC. 


THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL TO THE COLONIAL SECRETARY. * 


GOVERNMENT Houss, 
OrTawa, 23rd June, 1866. 


S1r,—Referring to your despatches (Nos. 18 and 20) of February 24th and March. 
3rd, I have the honour to transmit, for your information and consideration, an approved 
Minute of the Executive Council of this Province, on the subject of the Hudson’s Bay: 
Territory. 

I have, etc., 
Moncx. 
The Right Honourable 
Edward Cardwell, M.P., ete., etc., 
Secretary of State. 


THe Governor oF THE Hupson’s Bay Company TO THE UNDER SECRETARY.* 


Hupson’s Bay Hovssz, 
Lonvoyn, 17th July, 1866. 


S1r,—I have the honour to enclose, for the information of the Right Honourable: 
the Secretary of State, a copy of a pamphlet which I received on the 12th instant. 

This pamphlet purports to be a report addressed to the Secretary of the Treasury of 
the United States, and it contains certain statements to which the Committee of the 
Hudson’s Bay Company desire to cail the special attention of the Earl of Carnavon. 

At page 26 the following passage occurs :— 

“Twenty years later, in 1865, the American territory of Montana adjoins the region 
which excited the enthusiasm of DeSmet. Its population of 25,000, to be increased 
during 1866 to 50,000, have been drawn to the sources of the Missouri by discoveries. 
of gold and silver mines close to the international border, and rumours of gulches and. 
ledges in the Saskatchewan District, yielding even greater prizes to the prospector, are 
already rife, and will soon precipitate a strong, active and enterprising people into the- 
spacious void. What is called the ‘Americanization’ of the Red River Settlements has. 
been slow, although sure, since the era of steam navigation ; but the Americanization, 
of the Saskatchewan will rush suddenly and soon from the camps of treasure-seekers. 
in Montana.” 

You, Sir, are aware of the correspondence which during the last three years has 
passed between myself as Governor of this Company and the Colonial Office, on the 
subject of establishing in the Hudson’s Bay Territory some government administered in 
the name of Her Majesty. You know also that Mr. Cardwell decided to offer to Canada. 
an option of acquiring the rights of this Company, and that so far back as the Ist of 
March last I ventured respectfully to ask the question (which has not yet been answered) 
how long this option was to remain open. 
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Tn a letter addressed to me by Mr. Forster, and dated the 20th of February? last, 
we were told :— mixa3 

“Having regard to the reference you have made in your letter, to the probable 
concurrence of Her Majesty’s Government in the establishment of some new govern- 
ment, Mr. Cardwell is desirous of reminding you, that at the conferences which took 
place during last summer between the Canadian Ministers and certain Members of Her 
Majesty’s Government, the Provincial Ministers expressed their desire that the North- 
Western Territory should be made over to Canada, and they undertook to negotiate with 
the Hudson’s Bay Company for the termination of their rights, on condition that the 
indemnity, if any, should be paid by a loan to be raised by Canada, under the Imperial 
guarantee. To this proposal Her Majesty’s Ministers assented, engaging that if the 
negotiation should be successful, they, on the part of the Crown, being satisfied that the 
amount of the indemnity was reasonable and the security sufficient, would apply to the 
Imperial Parliament to sanction the arrangement and guarantee the amount. 

“ Until this arrangement shall have been disposed of, it will be necessary for Her 
Majesty’s Government to keep it in view in any steps which they may be called upon to 
take in the matter.” 

Under these circumstances, it is clear that the Company thus cautioned can take 
no steps of themselves to meet any inroad or immigration within their territory, if it 
be on their territory that it will first take place—a point to which I shall afterwards 
revert. 

Indeed, the powers of the Charter were probably not given to be used for any such 
purpose ; but if they were sufficient for such an emergency, our hands are at the present 
moment tied by Mr. Forster’s letter. 

We think, therefore, that we are the more bound most respectfully to suggest 
whether, if it is intended to retain the territory north of the 49th parallel as British 
soil, some steps ought not to be taken for asserting its British character, and maintaining 
law and order within it. 

This may, no doubt, either be effected by the direct action of the English Govern- 
ment, or be attempted by the agency of Canada ; but as we understand the latter course 
to have been deliberately selected, the Committee (provided this Company are fairly 
dealt with in the matter of compensation) can have no right to offer any remarks on the 
subject. 

: In the face, however, of the confident predictions and statements contained in this 
report to the Secretary of the United States Treasury, we should not be justified if we 
failed to point out the necessity of speedy action of some kind. 

With regard to the particular strip of country where the first overflow of settlers or 
miners may be expected from the United States Territory of Montana, I think it prob- 
able that the Hudson’s Bay Company have no immediate interest or responsibility 
connected with it. So far as I can judge from the imperfect maps accessible to us, [I 
believe that on the north of Montana there is a narrow belt running along the 49th 
parallel, watered by streams, which fall not into Hudson’s Bay but into Milk River, 
a tributary of the Upper Missouri. If this be so, this strip of land, though British 
ground, as being north of the 49th paraliel, is not included in the grant made by the 
charter of Charles II. to the Hudson’s Bay Company. 


I have, etc., 
Epmunp Heap, 
Governor. 
Sir Frederic Rogers, Baronet, 
etc., etc., etc. 
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THE CoLonraL SECRETARY TO THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL.* 
Downine Srreer, Ist August, 1866. 


My Lorp,—I have the honour to transmit to you, to be laid before your responsible 
advisers, the accompanying copy of a letter from the Governor of the Hudson’s Bay 
‘Company, enclosing, in the form of a pamphlet, a letter from the Secretary of the United 
States Treasury, in answer to a Resolution from the House of Representatives, calling 
for information in regard to commercial relations with British America, 


I have, etc., 


CARNARVON, 
Governor the Right Honourable Viscount Monck, 
etc., etc., etc. 


Tue British Cotumpra Act, 1866.+ 
(Extracts. ) 


Bz it enacted by the Queen’s Most Excellent Majesty, by and with the advice and 


‘consent of the Lords Spiritual and Temporal and Commons, in this present Parliament 


assembled, and by the authority of the same, as follows: 
1. This Act may be cited as “The British Columbia Act, 1866.” 
2. In this Act the term “ Governor” means any officer for the time being lawfully 


administering the government. 


3. From and immediately after the proclamation of this Act by the Governor of 
British Columbia, the colony of Vancouver Island shall be, and the same is hereby united 
with the colony of British Columbia, and thenceforth those two colonies shall form and 
be one colony, with the name of British Columbia (which union is in this Act referred to 
as the union). 

4. On the union taking effect, the form of government existing in Vancouver Island 
as a separate colony shall cease, and the power and authority of the Executive Govern- 
ment and of the Legislature, existing in British Columbia, shall extend to and over Van- 
couver Island ; but in order that provision may be made for the representation of Van- 
couver Island in the Legislature of British Columbia after the union, the maximum 
number of councillors in the Legislative Council of British Columbia, after the union, 
shall, until it is otherwise provided by lawful authority, be twenty-three instead of fifteen. 

7. Until the union, British Columbia shall comprise all such territories, within the 
dominions of Her Majesty, as are bounded to the south by the territories of the United 
States of America ; to the west by the Pacific Ocean and the frontier of the Russian 
territories in North America ; to the north by the sixtieth parallel of north latitude ; and 
to the east from the boundary of the United States northwards by the Rocky Mountains 
and the one hundred and twentieth meridian of west longitude ; and shall include Queen 
Charlotte’s Island, and all other islands adjacent to the said territories, except Vancouver 
Island and the islands adjacent thereto. 

8. After the union, British Columbia shall comprise all the territories and islands 
aforesaid, and Vancouver Island and the islands adjacent thereto. 
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Tur GoveRNOR-GENERAL TO THE COLONIAL SECRETARY. * 


GovERNMENT Hovsg, 
Orrawa, 18th August, 1866. 


My Lorp,—I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your despatch 
(No. 15) of the 1st instant, transmitting copy of a letter from the Governor of the 
Hudson’s Bay Company, respecting the proposed purchase by the Canadian Government 
of the territorial rights of that Company. 

I shall not fail to bring before my advisers your Lordship’s despatch and enclosure ; 
but I wish to remark, for your information, that this is one of the subjects upon which 
it is considered undesirable to decide, pending the discussion of the Union of the 
Provinces of B.N.A. 

As the completion of that Union may now be looked for at an early day, I trust the 
solution of the difficulties which surround the position of the Hudson’s Bay Company 
may also soon be attempted. 

I desire to make this statement, in order to explain to your Lordship, by anticipa- 
tion, any delay which may occur in answering your despatch. 


I have, etc., 
Monck. 
The Right Hon. the Earl of Carnarvon, 
etc., etc., etc. 


Tue CoLoNIAL SECRETARY TO THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL. * 


Downine STREET, 
8th September, 1866. 


My Lorp,—I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your Lordship’s 
despatch, No. 124, of the 18th August, stating that the purchase by the Canadian 
Government of the territorial rights of the Hudson’s Bay Company is a subject which 
it is undesirable to decide, pending the discussion of the Union of the North American 
Provinces. 

I transmit to you, for your information, and with reference to that despatch, a copy 
of a further lettert which I have received from the Company, reporting acts of violence 
and plunder, on the part of the Indians, on the Saskatchewan and Red River. 


I have, etc., 
CARNARVON. 
Governor the Right Hon. Viscount Monck, 
etc., etc., etc. 


Tue British Norta America Act, 1867.t 
( Extracts. ) 


Wuerzeas the Provinces of Canada, Nova Scotia and New Brunswick, have expressed 
their desire to be federally united into one Dominion under the Crown of the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland, with a Constitution similar in principle to that 
of the United Kingdom : 
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And whereas such a Union would conduce to the welfare of the Provinces andi 
promote the interests of the British Empire : 

And whereas on the establishment of the Union by authority of Parliament it is. 
expedient, not only that the Constitution of the legislative authority in the Dominion 
be provided for, but also that the nature of the Executive Government therein be declared : 

And whereas it is expedient that provision be made for the eventual admission into: 
the Union of other parts of British North America : 

Be it therefore enacted and declared, by the Queen’s Most Excellent Majesty, by and 
with the advice and consent of the Lords Spiritual and Temporal, and Commons, in this. 
present Parliament assembled, and by the authority of the same, as follows :— 

I. This Act may be cited as “The British North America Act, 1867.” 

2. The provisions of this Act referring to Her Majesty the Queen extend also to the 
heirs and successors of Her Majesty, Kings and Queens of the United Kingdom of Great. 
Britain and Ireland. 

3. It shall be lawful for the Queen, by and with the advice of Her Majesty’s Most 
Honourable Privy Council, to declare by Proclamation that, on and after a day therein 
appointed, not being more than six months after the passing of this Act, the Provinces of 
Canada, Nova Scotia and New Brunswick, shall form and be one Dominion under the: 
name of Canada ; and on and after that day those three Provinces shall form and be one 
Dominion under that name accordingly, 

4. The subsequent provisions of this Act shall, unless it is otherwise expressed or: 
implied, commence and have effect on and after the Union, that is to say, on and after 
the day appointed for the Union taking effect in the Queen’s Proclamation ; and in the: 
same provisions, unless it is otherwise expressed or implied, the name Canada shall be- 
taken to mean Canada as constituted under this Act. 

5. Canada shall be divided into four Provinces, named Ontario, Quebec, Nova Scotia,. 
and New Brunswick. 

6. The parts of the Province of Canada (as it exists at the passing of this Act) which 
formerly constituted respectively the Provinces of Upper Canada and Lower Canada shall 
be deemed to be severed, and shall form two separate Provinces. The part which formerly 
constituted the Province of Upper Canada shall constitute the Province of Ontario 3 and. 
the part which formerly constituted the Province of Lower Canada shall constitute the: 
Province of Quebec. 

40. Until the Parliament of Canada otherwise provides, Ontario, Quebec, Nova. 
Scotia and New Brunswick shall, for the purposes of the election of members to serve: 
in the House of Commons, be divided into Electoral Districts as follows :— 


1.—Ontario. 


Ontario shall be divided into the Counties, Ridings of Counties, Cities, parts of 
Cities, and Towns enumerated in the first Schedule to this Act, each whereof shall be an. 
Electoral District, each such District as numbered in that Schedule being entitled to return 
one member, 

70. The Legislative Assembly of Ontario shall be composed of eighty-two members, 
to be elected to represent the eighty-two Electoral Districts set forth in the first Schedule: 
to this Act. 

146. It shall be lawful for the Queen, by and with the advice of Her Majesty’s Most. 
Honourable Privy Council, on Addresses from the Houses of Parliament of Canada, and 
from the Houses of the respective Legislatures of the Colonies or Provinces of New- 
foundland, Prince Edward Island, and British Columbia, to admit those Colonies or 
Provinces, or any of them, into the Union, and on Address from the Houses of the 
Parliament of Canada, to admit Rupert’s Land and the North-Western Territory, or either 
of them, into the Union, on such terms and conditions, in each case, as are in the- 
Addresses expressed, and as the Queen thinks fit to approve, subject to the provisions of 
this Act ; and the provisions of any Order in Council in that behalf shall have effect as 


if they had been enacted by the Parliament of the United Kingdom of Great Britain. 
and Ireland. 
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THE First ScHEDULE. 
: Electoral Districts of Ontario. 


[Here are set out the eighty-two Electoral Districts of the Province, under their 
respective numbers, from 1 to 82. The forty-fourth Electoral District is described therein 
as follows :— 


“44, The Provisional Judicial District of ALtgoma.’* 


MEMORANDUM OF THE CommisstonER or Crown LANDS oF CanapA, 147rH Junz, 1867. + 


The Commissioner of Crown Lands has the honour to submit to your Excellency 
in Council, that in the year 1859, the section of country between Lake Superior and 
Dog Lake was thoroughly explored by Provincial Land Surveyors Lindsay Russell and 


J. F. Gaudet, under the command of Mr. Simon Dawson, Civil Engineer, and a fair line 


of road marked out (shewn on the accompanying tracing), from Thunder Bay to Dog 
Lake, a distance of twenty-five miles. 

2. It is reported to the Commissioner of Crown Lands that this line was well 
marked out, and having been for some time used as a mail route, will not be difficult to 
trace, the bridging will be inconsiderable, and a good waggon road may be constructed 
for about fourteen hundred dollars a mile. 

3. The outlet of Dog Lake presents facilities for raising the waters thereof from 


‘Seventeen to twenty feet, by means of dams across the two channels into which the 


outlet is divided—which increased elevation the banks of the Lake will, it is reported to 


the Commissioner, admit of. It is estimated that the necessary dams could be con- 
structed for $6,000. The effect of the work would be to render Dog River navigable 


for craft drawing six feet of water as far as Jourdain’s Rapid, about 37 miles by the 
windings of the river, or 20 in a direct line from Dog Lake. 

4. From Jourdain’s Rapid, on Dog River, to the Depot, on Savanne River, is in a 
direct line eight miles and three-quarters, and forms the height of land dividing the 
waters which run to Lake Superior from those flowing to Lake Winnipeg. A good 
waggon road could be constructed for $900 a mile ; but as it would have to pass about 
two miles beyond the Depot, the distance must be reckoned at eleven miles. 

5. The drift flood-wood in the Savanne River would require to ke cleared out, at a 
probable cost of $1,000. 

6. The total cost to reach the waters of the Savanne River would be, therefore, as 
follows :— 


Thunder Bay to Dog Lake, 25 miles, at $1,400 a mile................ $35,000 00 

Dama acrheroivlemon Mos Laken ret) JOA) Jee) Let ye et yes 6,000 00 
Jourdain’s Rapid to Depot on Savanne River, 11 miles of road, at $900 

TELLS eae ansten cosh cae Re na gr Ege a a ele RIP EA I 9,900 00 

Savanne River, clearing out flood-wood in.............. 0.000000... 1,000 00 

$51,900 00 

‘Superintendence and Contingencies... .............0 00 ecceee cess ne. 4,000 00 


a 


$55,900 00 


* [The Proclamation of the Governor-General of 27th August, 1859, (see Canada Gazette of 1859, 
p. 2154), creating the Provisional Judicial District of Algoma, described its boundaries as follows :—Com- 
mencing on the north shore of the Georgian Bay of Lake Huron, at the most westerly mouth of French 
River ; thence due north to the northerly limit of the Province ; thence along the said northerly limit of 
tthe Province, westerly to the westerly limit thereof ; thence along the said westerly limit of the Province, 
southerly to the southerly limit thereof ; thence along the said southerly limit of the Province to a point in 
Lake Huron, opposite to the southern extremity of the Great Manitoulin Island ; thence easterly and 
north-easterly, so as to include all the islands in Lake Huron not within the settled limits of any county or 
district, to the place of beginning.—G. E. L.] 


+ Sess. Papers, Can., 1867-8, Vol. 1, No. 19. This was before Confederation. 
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7. The above is the approximate estimate of Mr. Simon Dawson, C.E., who was in 
command of the Red River Exploring Expedition in 1858-9, and who now reports to the 
Commissioner of Crown Lands that he believes the necessary works, of suitable character 
and strength, can be constructed for the sums named ; and that the materials, as well 
stone as wood, required therefor, can be readily procured in the neighbourhood of the 
works, with hardly any transportation that cannot be done in scows constructed on the 
spot. 

: 8. The result:of the improvements above estimated for, would be that 120 miles of 

the route from Lake Superior to Red River would be thrown open, giving easy access 
to Lac des Mille Lacs, the western extremity of which is within 70 miles of Rainy 
Lake, from whence the navigation is uninterrupted (save by a short portage at Fort 
Francis) to the north-west angle of the Lake of the Woods, a point distant about 90 
miles from Fort Garry. 

9. The Colonization Road Fund of Upper Canada has a sum at its credit, from 
Parliamentary votes, sufficient to meet the expenditure contemplated by this Memoran- 
dum, in case your Excellency in Council should deem it expedient for the present to 
devote it to this object, on the assumption that the amount now expended will form a 
claim upon the new Dominion of Canada, and that proper accounting shall be had 
between the present Provinces of Upper and Lower Canada, as to the sum now taken 
from the Colonization funds of Upper Canada, for general purposes, the equivalent votes. 
for Lower Canada having been heretofore therein expended. 

10. The Commissioner of Crown Lands humbly recommends to your Excellency 
that the course above suggested be adopted, and that the improvements described be 
immediately undertaken, and carried out during the present season. 


A. CAMPBELL, O.C.L. 
Crown Lands Department, 
14th June, 1867. 


Report OF A COMMITTEE OF Council, APPROVED By Hig ExcELLency THE ADMINIS- 
TRATOR OF THE GOVERNMENT, ON THE 18TH JuNE, 1867.* 


The Committee have had under consideration the annexed Memorandum of the Hon- 
ourable the Commissioner of Crown Lands [being that of 14th June, 1867], on the 
subject of constructing a line of road from Thunder Bay to Dog Lake, and thence to 
Savanne River, for which an approximate estimate has been submitted by Mr. Simon 
Dawson, C.E., who had charge of the Exploring party despatched to Red River in 
1858-9 ; and they respectfully report their concurrence in the recommendation made 
by the Commissioner in his said annexed Memorandum, and submit the same for your 
Excellency’s approval. 


Certified. 
W. H. Lez, C.E.C. 


[The public works undertaken by the Province of Canada, referred to in the two 
preceding documents, were partly to the east and partly to the west of the height of land 


which divides the waters that fall into Lake Superior from those that fall, through Lake 


Winnipeg, into Hudson’s Bay. They formed part of a scheme of land and water com- 
munication designed to extend from the western shore of Lake Superior to the Red 
River. See extract from Mr. Bridgland’s report of 4th October, 1867, inserted here out 
of its ordinary course.—G. E. L.] 


* Sess. Papers, Can., 1867-8, Vol. 1, No. 19. This was before Confederation. 
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REPORT OF THE SUPERINTENDENT OF CoLONIzATION Roaps (ONTARIO) TO THE ONTARIO: 
COMMISSIONER OF Crown Lanps.* 


( Lxtract. ) 


DEPARTMENT OF Crown Lanps, 
PROVINCE OF ONTARIO, 
Toronto, 4th October, 1867. 


To the Hon. S. Richards, Commissioner of Crown Lands. 


Sir,—I have the honour to report to you my return from Thunder Bay, on Lake 
Superior, whither I had been directed to proceed by the former Commissioner of Crown 
Lands, the Hon. Alex. Campbell. 

My instructions from the above named Minister directed me to organize and supply 
a party of labourers, with overseers and assistants, for the purpose of commencing and 
forwarding a scheme of works, intended to open a regular transit line of communication 
between Thunder Bay, on Lake Superior, and Fort Garry, on the Red River, estimates 
and appropriations having been made for the above work, as far as the Savanne River, 
amounting to $55,900. 

My instructions further directed me to operate in concert with Mr. 8. J. Dawson, 
who was charged specially with the construction of the dams necessary to raise the 
waters of Dog Lake and River, in order to complete the tirst navigable reach upon the 
said waters. 

[Here follows details of the work, and information respecting the soil, etc. | 

All of which is respectfully submitted by 


Your obedient servant, 


Jas. W. BripGLAND, + 
Supt. of Col. Roads. 


THE CoLONIAL SECRETARY TO THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL. { 


Downinea STREET, 
23rd August, 1867. 


My Lorp,—I have the honour to transmit to you a copy of a letter, with its 
enclosure, from the Hudson’s Bay Company, together with a copy of the reply which I 


have caused to be returned to it. § 
The question of the Hudson’s Bay Territory is rapidly becoming urgent, and if 


delayed much longer may give rise to serious difficulty. 
No time should, therefore, be lost in deciding on the course of action to be pursued 


by Canada. 
I have, etc., 


BuckinauaM & CHANDOS. 


Governor the Right Honourable Viscount Monck. 


~ * Sess. Papers, Can., 1867-8, Vol. 1, No. 19. 
+[Mr. Bridgland also addressed reports in October and in December of 1867 to the Dominion Com- 
missioner of Public Works.—G. E. L.] 
+ Sess. Papers, Can., 1867-8, Vol. 1, No. 19. 
§ [These enclosures are omitted as not affecting the present question.—G. E. L.] 
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RESOLUTION oF THE Dominion House or Commons For AN ADDRESS TO THE 
GOVERNOR-GENERAL, 9TH DECEMBER, 1867.* 


fesolved, That an humble address be presented to His Excellency the Governor- 
General, praying His Excellency to cause to be laid before this House, copies of the two 
several maps furnished to the Government of the late Province of Canada by the Hud- 
son’s Bay Company, in the year 1864, and showing, respectively, the territory then 
claimed by that Company, and the portion of land claimed by them which the Company 
proposed to surrender to the Crown.t 


———. 


ARESOLUTIONS, NUMBERED 1 To 8, OF THE PARLIAMENT OF CANADA, DrcemMBER, 1867. { 


[The first seven Resolutions correspond exactly with the seven paragraphs of the 
address which was founded upon them, being the next following document.—G. E. L.] 


8. Resolved, That in case any negotiation between the Canadian Government and 
the Hudson’s Bay Company for the termination of the rights of the latter, entered into 
in accordance with the despatch of the 17th June, 1865, from the then Secretary of 
State for the Colonies to His Excellency the Governor-General, should result in an 
agreement between them, it is hereby declared that such agreement must be submitted 
to, and sanctioned by the Parliament of Canada before the same shall have any force or 
effect whatever. 


Appress TO Her Masesty From THe Senate anp House or Commons oF CANADA, 
DercemBer, 1867. { 


To the Queen's Most Excellent Majesty. 


Most Gracious Sovereign, — 


We, Your Majesty’s most dutiful and loyal subjects, the Senate and Commons of the 
Dominion of Canada, in Parliament assembled, humbly approach Your Majesty for the 
purpose of representing :— 

That it would promote the prosperity of the Canadian people, and conduce to the 
advantage of the whole Empire, if the Dominion of Canada, constituted under the pro- 
visions of the British North America Act of 1867, were extended westward to the shores 
of the Pacific Ocean. 

That the colonization of the fertile lands of the Saskatchewan, the Assiniboine, and 
the Red River Districts,—the development of the mineral wealth which abounds in the 
regions of the North-West,—and the extension of commercial intercourse, through the 
British Possessions in America, from the Atlantic to the Pacific,—are alike dependent 
upon the establishment of a stable government, for the maintenance of law and order in 
the North-Western Territories. 

That the welfare of a sparse and widely-scattered population of British subjects, of 
Huropean origin, already inhabiting these remote and unorganized territories, would be 
materially enhanced by the formation therein of political institutions bearing analogy, 
as far as circumstances will admit, to those which exist in the several] Provinces of this 
Dominion. 

That the 146th section of the British North America Act of 1867 provides for the 
admission of Rupert’s Land and the North-Western Territory, or either of them, into 


* Journals, House of Coms., Can., 1867-8, p. 57. 


+ [These are the maps referred to in the Report of the Hon. George Brown of 26th January, 1865, as 
being annexed thereto. See ante, p. 109.—G. E. L.J 


+ Journals, House of Commons, Can., 1867-8, pp. 66, 67 ; Prefix to Dom. Stats., 1872. 
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Union with Canada, upon terms and conditions to be expressed on Address from the 
Houses of Parliament of this Dominion to Your Majesty, and which shall be approved of 
‘by Your Majesty in Council. 

That we do therefore most humbly pray that Your Majesty will be graciously 
pleased, by and with the advice of your Most Honourable Privy Council, to unite 
Rupert’s Land and the North-Western Territory with this Dominion, and to grant to the 
Parliament of Canada authority to legislate for their future welfare and good govern- 
ment; and we most humbly beg to express to Your Majesty that we are willing to assume 
the duties and obligations of government and legislation as regards these territories. 

That in the event of Your Majesty’s Government agreeing to transfer to Canada the 
jurisdiction and control over the said region, the Government and Parliament of Canada 
will be ready to provide that the legal rights of any corporation, company, or individual 
within the same, shall be respected and placed under the protection of Courts of com- 
petent jurisdiction. 

And furthermore, that upon the transference of the territories in question to the 
‘Canadian Government, the claims of the Indian Tribes to compensation for lands required 
for purposes of settlement, will be considered and settled in conformity with the equitable 
principles which have uniformly governed the British Crown in its dealings with the 
aborigines. 

All which we humbly pray Your Majesty to take into Your Majesty’s most gracious 

and favourable consideration. 


The Senate, Tuesday, December 17th, 1867. 

JosepH CaucHon, Speaker. 
House of Commons, Monday, December 16th, 1867. 

JAMES CocKBURN, Speaker. 


THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL TO THE COLONIAL SECRETARY.* 


GOVERNMENT HoussE, 
Ortawa, 21st Dec., 1867. 


My Lorp Duxe,—I have the honour to transmit a joint Address to Her Majesty the 
Queen, from the Senate and House of Commons of the Dominion of Canada, praying that 
Her Majesty will be graciously pleased to direct that an Order in Council may be passed 
in conformity with the provision of the 146th Section of the British North America Act, 
1867, for annexing to the Dominion of Canada the territory of Prince Rupert’s Land and 
the Red River Settlement. 

I have the honour to request that your Grace will lay this Address at the foot of the 
Throne. 

I have, etc., 
Monck. 

His Grace the Duke of Buckingham and Chandos, 

etc., etc., etc. 


Report oF A COMMITTEE OF THE Privy CouNCcIL, APPROVED BY THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL 
ON THE 28TH DECEMBER, 1867.* 


The Committee have had under consideration the annexed Memorandum from the 
Honourable the Minister of Public Works, submitting, for the approval of your Excellency 
in Council, certain recommendations on the subject of the negotiation with the Imperial 


* Sess. Papers, Can., 1867-8, Vol. 1, No. 59. 
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Government for the transfer of Rupert’s Land and the North-West Territory to Canada, 
and they respectfully advise that a copy of the same, when approved by your Excellency, 
be forwarded to his Grace the Secretary of State for the Colonies, as embodying the: 
views of the Canadian Government on that important question. 
Certified. 
W. A: Ling; 
Clerk, P. C. 


REPORT OF THE DoMINION MINISTER OF PusLic WorkKs.* 


The undersigned has the honour to submit, for the consideration of your Excellency 
in Council, the following recommendations on the subject of the negotiation with the 
Imperial Government for the transfer of Rupert’s Land and the North-West Territory 
to Canada. 

I. That in addition to the joint Address of both Houses on the subject, your Excel- 
lency will be pleased to transmit to the Secretary of State for the Colonies, the Resolu- 
tions as they were finally adopted by the House of Commons and the Senate, with the 
votes and proceedings of both Houses thereon. 

II. That the attention of his Grace the Duke of Buckingham be specially called to: 
the Eighth Resolution, which was not embodied in the Address, and was not intended by 
the Canadian Parliament to express a term or condition of the Order in Council, autho- 
rized by the 146th Section of the British North America Act. 

IfI. That your Excellency will be pleased to express to his Grace, as the opinion of 
the Canadian Government, that itis highly expedient that the transfer, whic h theImpe- 
rial Parliament has authorized and the Canadian Parliament approved, should not be 
delayed by negotiations or correspondence with private or third parties, whose position, 
opinions and claims have heretofore embarrassed both Governments in dealing with this. 
question. 

IV. That in the opinion of the Canadian Government, the terms of the Address can- 
not be materially altered or extended without causing injurious delay, and greatly embar- 
rassing the people and Government of Canada in their efforts to open communications. 
with the Territory, to encourage emigration and settlement, to establish law and order, 
and to provide for the speedy organization of Municipal and Local Governments therein. 

V. That recent proposals in the Congress of the United States in reference to British. 
America, the rapid advance of mining and agricultural settlements westward, and the. 
avowed policy of the Washington Government to acquire territory from other powers by 
purchase or otherwise, admonish us that not a day is to be lost in determining and pub- 
lishing to the world our policy in regard to these Territories. 

VI. That your Excellency will be pleased to request his Grace to inform your 
Excellency by Atlantic Cable (if the information can be so communicated), whether the: 
Imperial Cabinet will at once advise Her Majesty to approve of the transfer on the terms 
of the Address, in order that the Canadian Government may be prepared to submit appro- 
priate measures on the subject on the re-assembling of Parliament in March next. 


Respectfully submitted, 
Wm. McDoveatt. 
December 28th, 1867. 


THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL TO THE COLONIAL SECRETARY.* 


GOVERNMENT Houss, 
Orrawa, Canada, January 1, 1868. 


My Lorp Duxs,—Referring to my despatch No. 107, of 21st December, 1867, L 
have the honour to transmit to your Grace an approved Minute of the Privy Council of’ 


* Sess. Papers, Can., 1867-8, Vol. 1, No. 59. 
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Canada, together with the Resolutions of both Houses, and the proceedings upon them 
respecting the proposed annexation of Prince Rupert’s Land and the North-West Terri- 
tory to the Dominion of Canada. 

I desire especially to call your Grace’s attention to the eighth resolution adopted by 
both Houses, and which was not incorporated in the Address to Her Majesty. 

If Her Majesty’s Government should approve of the proposed incorporation with 
Canada of this Territory, on the terms contained in. the Address to the Queen and these 
Resolutions, it would be of great advantage to my Government if I could be informed of 
the decision by telegraph, in order that all necessary steps may be taken for carrying the 
arrangement into effect. 

I have, etce., 


Moncx. 
His Grace the Duke of Buckingham and Chandos, 


etc., etc., ete. 


THE COLONIAL SECRETARY TO THE GoveRNOR GENERAL.* 


Downine STREET, 
18th January, 1868. 


My Loxp,—I have received your despatch, No. 107, of the 21st December, accom- 
panied by an Address to Her Majesty from both Houses of the Canadian Parliament, pro- 
posing the annexation of Prince Rupert’s Land and the North-West Territory to the 
Dominion of Canada. I have also received your Lordship’s subsequent despatch, No. 1, 
of the Ist January, enclosing Resolutions adopted by the two Houses on the same sub- 
ject, and an approved Minute of the Privy Council. 

These proceedings will receive the early and serious attention of Her Majesty’s con- 
fidential advisers. 

The decision of Her Majesty’s Government will be communicated to you as early as 
possible ; but the consideration by them of so important a subject will necessarily occupy 
some short time, 

I have, etc., 
Buckincuam & CHANDOS. 

Governor the Right Honourable Viscount Monck, 

etc., etc., etc. 


THE GovERNOR OF THE Hupson’s Bay Company To THE COLONIAL SECRETARY. 


Hupson’s Bay Hovuss, Lonpon, 
15th January, 1868. 


My Lorp Duxe,—In addressing this letter to your Grace on behalf of the Com- 
mittee of the Hudson’s Bay Company, I think that some apology is necessary for 
anticipating the official communication from the Colonial Office, of the Resolutions passed 
in the Parliament of Canada, as well as the Address to be founded upon them; but as 
from the tone of the debate in the Canadian Parliament, and from the terms of the 
Resolutions passed there, it is manifestly the object of that Parliament to have the 
power to establish in the Dominion of Canada, including the Territory of Rupert’s Land, 
Courts which shall have jurisdiction in all matters arising in any part of British North 
America, and thus to give power to the tribunals so constituted to determine upon the 
rights claimed by this Company under their Charter, a course of proceeding which this 


* Sess. Papers, Can., 1867-8, Vol. 1, No. 59, 
+ Journals, Coms., Can., 1867-8, p. 368. 
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Committee consider to be so injurious to the interests of the Hudson’s Bay Company, 
they are desirous to bring the matter before your Grace, and to submit their views upon 
the subject to Her Majesty’s Government, before any assent is given or determination 
come to in reference to Her Majesty’s approval of the proposed admission of Rupert’s 
Land into the Union of British North America. 

I beg to remind your Grace that the rights of this Company, under their Charter, 
have at various times been brought under the consideration of the Government, and that 
the result of those discussions has been a clear and distinct recognition on the part of the 
Crown that the general validity of the Charter cannot now be called in question, and, in 
particular, that the territorial ownership of the lands granted by the Charter and the 
rights necessarily incidental thereto, must now be considered as valid. 

It is true that questions have from time to time been raised in Canada as to the 
extent of the territory claimed by this Company under their Charter, and in some respects 
as to other rights which the Charter confers ; but while Her Majesty’s Government have 
at all times declined to be any party to proceedings on the subject, the opportunity has 
always been afforded to the authorities of Canada to bring any questions for adjudication 
before Her Majesty in Council—a course to which this Compny have always been pre- 
pared to accede, and which appears to be the only legitimate mode of deciding their rights, 
if they are to be called in question. 

The Canadians have altogether abstained from availing themselves of the opportu- 
nity thus afforded them ; but it is now obviously the object of the Canadian Legislature 
to secure to tribunals of their own nomination the decision of those rights. 

I may here state that, so far as the mere political powers granted by the Charter are 
concerned, such as the rights of government, taxation, and exclusive administration of 
justice, the Company have long since expressed their willingness that these powers should 
be vested in officers deriving their authority directly from the Crown; but before any 
such powers can with justice be transferred to the Colonial Government, T submit that the 
extent of the territorial rights of the Company should either be fully recognized, or that 
if the Canadian Government are desirous of procuring those rights for the benefit of 
Canada in general, they should in the first instance arrange with the Hudson’s Bay 
Company the terms upon which they should be so acquired. 

But should the Canadian Legislature still desire that any judicial investigation into 
the territorial rights of the Company should take place, such inquiry should be referred 
to the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, in accordance with the opinion of the 
Law Officers of the Crown, given so long ago as July, 1857, as the only tribunal to 
which ought to be delegated the construction of a Charter emanating from the Sovereign 
of Great Britain. This opinion your Grace will find at page 404 of the Report from the 
Select Committee on the Hudson’s Bay Company, ordered by the House of Commons to 
be printed, the 3lst July and 11th August, 1857. 


I have, ete., 


Epmunp Heap, 


Governor, 
His Grace the Duke of Buckingham and Chandos, 


etc., etc., etc. 


a 


THe UNpER-SECRETARY TO THE GOVERNOR OF THE Hupson’s Bay Company.* 


DownineG STREET, 
18th January, 1868. 


Srr,—I am directed by the Duke of Buckingham and Chandos to acknowledge the 
receipt of your letter of the 15th instant, relative to the proceedings of the Canadian 


* Journals, Coms., Can., 1867-8, Vol. 1, p. 369. 
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Parliament on the subject of the Hudson’s Bay Company. I am desired to state that the 
subject of this letter will not fail to receive the careful consideration of Her Majesty’s 
Government. 
ram, Sir; 
Your obedient servant, 


T, F. Exxior. 
The Right Honourable 
Sir E. Head, Bart., K.C.B. 


THE UNDER-SECRETARY TO THE GOVERNOR OF THE Hupson’s Bay Company.* 


DowninG STREET, 
18th January, 1868. 


Srr,—I am directed by the Duke of Buckingham and Chandos, to transmit to you, 
for the information of the Committee of the Hudson’s Bay Company, a copy of a despatch 
which has been received from the Governor-General of Canada, accompanied by a copy of 
the Address to Her Majesty from the Senate and Commons of Canada, praying that steps 
may be taken for uniting Rupert’s Land and the North-West Territory with the 
Dominion of Canada, 

I have, etc., 


T. F. Exuior. 
The Right Honourable 
Sir E. Head, Bart., K.C.B. 


THE GovERNOR OF THE Hupson’s Bay CoMPANY TO THE COLONIAL SECRETARY.* 


Hupson’s Bay Hovussz, Lonpon, 
25th January, 1868. 


My Lorp Dvuxr,—I have the honour to acknowledge Mr. Elliot’s letter, of the 
18th instant, enclosing a copy of Address to the Queen, forwarded by the Governor- 
General of Canada, and to thank your Grace for eae these papers to the 
Hudson’s Bay Company. 

On this Address I beg to request your Grace’s merencon to the following observations 
on behalf of myself as Governor, and the Committee of the Company :— 


1. It seems necessary in the first place to distinguish the two classes of rights con- 
ferred on the Company by the Charter. Some of these are, no doubt, of a public or 
political character, such as belong toa proprietary government ; but others are practically 
of a private nature, such as might have been vested in any individual subject, or any 
private corporation clothed with no public functions of any kind. Of these latter, it is 
only necessary at present to refer to the right of private property in the soil and in the 
mines and minerals. 

. It may be that the public or political rights of the Company, 

9, are in ae Charter ill-defined and of doubtful expediency at any time. 

It may be, too, as the Law Officers in their letter of 1857 appear to 

hint, that for any effectual exercise they require the aid of the right of private property, 
as vested in the Company by the same instrument. 

3. The Committee need scarcely remind your Grace that, so far from opposing a 


Report of 1857, Ap- 
pendix, p. 404, para. 2 


* Journals, Coms., Can., 1867-8, Vol. 1, p. 370. 
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resumption by the Crown of the political powers of the Company, almost the first 

important step taken by them in 1863, was the adoption of the following resolution :— 

: “ Resolved that the time has come when, in the opinion of 

— BAG Aue 1sakenaee this Committee it is expedient that the authority, executive and 

“4 judicial, over the Red River Settlement and the south-western 

portion of Rupert’s Land, should be vested in officers deriving such authority directly 
from the Crown, and exercising it in the name of Her Majesty. 

“That the Governor be empowered to communicate this resolution to his Grace the 
Duke of Newcastle and to discuss the subject with him, or with the Under Secretary 
of State, for the Colonies, reporting from time to time to this Committee thereon.” 

4. In the correspondence which ensued with the Colonial 

ae eo Set Office, it appears to be implied on the part of his Grace the Duke 

of Newcastle, that the fact of the right of private property in the 

soil being no longer possessed by the Crown, was one of the chief obstacles to a com- 

pliance with the suggestion made in the above resolution. If this be so, the very fact of 

making this objection involves an admission in favour of the Company. Most assuredly 

if the Crown had alienated its right of property in the soil and minerals of the Hudson’s 

Bay Territory, it had granted it to no other party than the Hudson’s Bay Company, and 
by no instrument other than the Charter of Charles II. 

5. On Mr. Fortescue’s letter of March 11, 1864, an offer of a contingent money 
payment, as the consideration for the cession of the territorial rights of the Company, 
was distinctly made by the Secretary of State. The proviso 
inserted in the postcript to that letter will be adverted to after- 
wards, and had reference only to the supposed rights of Canada. 

6. It is unnecessary for the Committee to refer to the undisputed enjoyment of these 
rights, at any rate since the time of the Treaty of Utrecht. 

7. In addition to all this, it remains to quote the express 

pe ert ean eee words of the Law Officers in their letter of 1857, already referred 

dix to Report, 1857, page to. They say, “In our opinion the Crown could not now, with 

404, last paragraph. Justice, raise the question of the general validity of the Charter ; 

but that on every legal principle the Company’s territorial ownership of the lands granted, 
and the rights necessarily incidental thereto, ought to be deemed to be valid.” 

Moreover, in a passage alluded to above, the Law Officers imply indirectly their 
belief in the validity of this right of private property, when they say that “rights of 
government, taxation, exclusive administration of justice, or exclusive trade, otherwise 
than as a consequence of the right of ownership of the land, could not legally be insisted 
on by the Company.” What other opinions of the Law Officers of the Crown may be 

found in the records of the Colonial Office it is not for us to say, 
OEE 3 but the evidence given by the Right Honourable Edward Ellice 
ate before the Committee of 1857, as to the opinions taken by him 

both for and against the Company, is well worth referring to. 

8. One other point is a mere technicality no doubt, but it may be worth observing 
that the title of the Company to their land is an English title, since it is granted “to be 
holden as of the Manor of East Greenwich, in our County of Kent, in free and common 
soccage.” 

9. The Committee do not intend to impute to the Parliament or the Ministry of 
Canada, any deliberate intention of violating such rights of the Hudson’s Bay Company 
as they admit to exist, but it must be remembered that a theory has been started, and is 
referred to in the debate on this Address by which the admissions of the English Govern- 
ment and the opinion of the English Law Officers as to the right of ownership in the 
soil are directly negatived. It has been supposed, we believe, that France was in possession 
of these territories, or a large portion of them when the Charter was granted ; that 

: ; they were therefore within the exception which that Charter con- 

pte tains with regard to other territories belonging to “any other 

BH. Head, 11th March, Christian Prince ;” and that this French title remained good and 

re letter April was transferred to the English Crown with Canada at the final 
, : cession of that Province by France. 


See Post, para. 9. 
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10. This is not the place for entering on a discussion of the facts and law involved 
in this argument,—an argument, as we have said, inconsistent with the continued recog- 
nition of the Company’s rights in various ways by the English Government and their 
legal advisers for a long series of years ; but if this objection to the Company’s title shall 
be presented in a tangible form before a proper tribunal, the Hudson’s Bay Company 
will be quite ready to meet it and demonstrate its futility.* 

11. The very existence, however, of such a theory in the minds of the Canadian 
Ministers or the Canadian people, is a sufficient reason why, in justice to the Company, it 
should be set aside, or its truth or falsehood should be conclusively tested before their 
rights of property under the Great Seal of England, and in fact their future existence, 
is placed under the legislation and the absolute control of Canada. 

12. The Committee cannot but feel that the Company has 
ay ee age oaoees already had great reason to complain of the course pursued during 
1865. i ’ the last few years. In 1865 the Canadian Delegates sent to this 
oon pean “es country to promote the scheme of Confederation solemnly “under- 
1866. ti took,” with Mr. Cardwell, to negotiate with the Hudson’s Bay 
Minute, 22nd June, 1866. Company. The answer given by the Committee was that they 
aa ecm would be ready to consider any proposal. The fact of this under- 
July, 1866. g taking was recited again in a subsequent letter, as a reason why 
Mr. Elliot to Sir E. Head, no other step should be taken. No negotiation, however, was 
ee 1887. opened, and, in 1866, the Canadian Council resolved that such 
negotiation must devolve on the Government of the Confederation when constituted, 
rather than on the Government of Canada. This was confirmed by the resolutions of 
the Delegates in England, of April 3rd, 1867. After all, when the Confederation is 
formed, and the Parliament has met, resolutions are passed, and an Address to the Queen 
is adopted, praying that the powers of legislation and government over the Hudson’s Bay 
Territory and the North-Western Territory may be conveyed to Canada first, and that 
the judicial decisions or negotiations as to the Company’s rights should take place after- 
wards. 

13. We desire in the first place to remark that this inversion of the order of pro- 
ceeding is entirely contrary to the expectation raised by the acts of the delegates, and by 
the communications from the Colonial Office to us. We may have erred in thinking so, 
but certainly we conceived that the negotiations which the delegates, in 1865, undertook 
to initiate were intended, under the Act of last session, to form the preliminary step for 
transferring the supreme control to Canada, not to follow after such transfer with all the 
disadvantages to the Company which must then ensue from the change of the relative 
position of the parties. It would appear, too, from a passage in a speech of the Honour- 
able Mr. Holton in the Canadian Parliament, as reported in the Canadian News, as per 

Extract No. lenclosed. extract herewith, that the Committee were not the only parties 
who supposed this to be the intention of the Government. 

The Committee, moreover, thought that it was expressly in anticipation of this 
original undertaking to negotiate being thus carried out, that the Secretary of State for 
the Colonies intimated his wish in the following terms that the Company should abstain 
from any other arrngements likely to interfere with the views then entertained : 

“Tt is of course for the Hudson’s Bay Company to consider for themselves what 
‘course is most proper and conducive to their own interests. But it appears to Lord 

Carnarvon that any effective negotiation being for the moment 
Mr. Elliot to Sir E. Head, impossible, it is for the interest of both parties that the question 

January 23, 1867. Jee A 

should remain open for arrangement so soon as an authority 
exists capable of dealing with it on the part of the Colony or Colonies interested. He 
would therefore regret to learn that the Company contemplates any immediate action 
which was calculated to embarrass the negotiations, which would then become possible, 
and which in the opinion of the Executive Council it would be the duty of the Confederate 
Government to open.” 


* [See extracts from Jefferys, pp. 21 and 22, ante.—G. E. L.] 
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; 14. The Committee felt no anxiety respecting the wide: 
30 and 31 Vic., c. 3, sec. 146. powers of transfer conferred on the Crown by the Act of last. 
session, because they did not believe that their rights of ownership in the soil and 
minerals could be affected by it; and because, after the undertaking to negotiate 
formally communicated to them, and the correspondence relating to it, they relied, as. 
they continue to rely, on the honour and good faith of the English Government. 

15. But the case assumes a very different aspect if the plan of giving to the Canadian 
Parliament and Government legislative and administrative control over these territories, 
without defining and providing for the rights and interests of the Company as a condition 
precedent should be carried out. So far as we now see, no security of any kind would 
exist against such a use of this control in taxation and other matters as might be thought 
best fitted for compelling the Company to accept any terms, however disadvantageous. 
No specific guarantee it seems is proposed to be given as to the legislation which might. 
take place before these claims were finally disposed of, or as to the impartiality and com- 
petency of the Courts before which the Company, if aggrieved, would have to seek redress. 
At any rate, the relative position of the two parties to any such suit or discussion respect- 
ing these rights would, after the transfer of the legislative and administrative control, be 
one which must leave the Company as defendant, more or less at the mercy of the plain- 
tiff, and would, to say the least, taint the voluntary character of any agreement to be 
subsequently arrived at. The only reliance of the Company would be on the honesty 
and the considerate disinterestedness of the Canadian Parliament and people. 

The Committee, moreover, venture to think that their apprehensions on this score 

are reasonably increased, rather than diminished by all that is 
ete From. the ).Cana- reported to have passed in the debates, and especially by the 
san News, inclosed 2. iS ; 3 : 
extract of the accompanying report of the speech of Sir John A. 
Macdonald, K.C.B., the Canadian Premier. The Report is taken from the Canadian 
News. It is probably condensed, and, as a matter of course, it may be more or less 
inaccurate. 

16. The Act of last Session provides that the incorporation of Rupert’s Land and 
the North-Western Territory with Canada may be made by the 
Queen “on such terms and conditions in each case as are in the 
Addresses expressed and as the Queen thinks fit to approve, 
subject to the provisions of this Act; and the provisions of any Order in Council in that 
behalf, shall have effect as if they had been enacted by Parliament of the United King- 
dom of Great Britain and Ireland.” 

Now looking to the previous correspondence between the Hudson’s Bay Company 
and the Colonial Office, it is not unreasonable to suppose, that so far as regards the 
Territory of the Company, the Act contemplated the insertion of certain terms and con- 
ditions in any Address relating to the transfer of such Territory. 

But the Address, a copy of which your Grace had had the goodness to transmit to us, 
contains no “terms and conditions” whatever, except a vague assurance that the “ Par- 
liament of Canada will be ready to provide that the legal rights of any corporation, 
company, or individual within the same shall be respected and placed under the pro- 
tection of courts of competent jurisdiction.” 

Such an assurance is of little value, when the party making it disputes the very 
existence of the rights in question, and at any rate it amounts to no more than a statement 
that British subjects on British soil shall be entitled to the protection of a Court of Law 
of some kind, hereafter to be established by the act of one of the parties. 

It might be presumed that redress before a competent tribunal would be the right of 
any one who was wronged, and such an assurance can hardly be deemed a “term or 
condition” of the kind which the Statute intended to be set out specifically in the Address. 
from the Legislature. 

17. The Committee trust it may not for one moment be supposed that they arrogate- 
to themselves any right or entertain the smallest desire to impede or even to comment on 
the general policy of transferring the government of the North-Western Territory and of 
the Hudson’s Bay Territory to the Confederate Government of Canada. In this, as in 
everything else, they would bow with submission to the authority of the Crown, and 


30 and 31 Vic., cap. 3, 
s. 146. 
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rejoice in any measure which was really calculated to strengthen loyalty and promote 
union in British North America. 

18. What is asked for as a matter of justice to a proprietary consisting of upwards 
of 1,700 shareholders, who have paid a very large sum on the faith of our Charter, and 
of the protection of their rights of property in the soil by English law, is the adoption by 

_Her Majesty’s Government of one of the following alternatives :— 

Ist. That some conclusive agreement as to the extent, value and compensation to be 
made for the claims of the Company, as owners of the soil and minerals of the Hudson’s. 
Bay Territory, and some arrangement, by which burthens assumed by them in their 
political capacity, such as the endowment of the bishoprics, may, when that capacity 
ceases, be transferred to others, should be completed before, not after the transfer of the: 
government of the North-Western Territory or Hudson’s Bay Territory to Canada. 

2nd. That before any incorporation of Rupert’s Land or the North-Western Territory 
with Canada, the rights of private property vested in the Company, and the exact limits. 
of such rights, should be ascertained, acknowledged and efficiently protected by law, in 
a@ manner binding on any Colonial Government, so that they should not be at any time: 
hereafter impeached or violated without proper compensation. 


I have, etc., 


Epmunp Heap, 
Governor. 
His Grace the Duke of Buckingham and Chandos, 
etc., etc., etc. 


EXTRACT FROM A SPEECH OF THE HonourABLE Mr. Hotton, IN THE CANADIAN Par- 
LIAMENT, AS REPORTED IN THE ‘‘ CANADIAN News,” or JANUARY 2ND, 1868, PAGE 7, 
REFERRED TO IN THE PRECEDING LETTER oF Sir EpMuND H&ap.* 


It struck him too that what was in contemplation in the Union Act, was that the 
Address to Her Majesty should follow the negotiations, and that the Address should set 
forth clearly and distinctly the terms on which we were prepared to unite that territory 
with Canada. 


EXTRACT FROM A SPEECH OF Sir Joun A. Macponatp, K.C.B., In THE CANADIAN 
PARLIAMENT, REPORTED AS ABOVE, PAGE 9, REFERRED TO IN THE PRECEDING LETTER 
oF Sir Epmunp Heap.* 


It had been said by the member for West Durham, that this was a worse proposition 
than the proposition of 1865. 

It was precisely the same ; it was simply that we wished to take possession of this 
territory, and would undertake to legislate for it, and to govern it, leaving the Hudson’s 
Bay Company no right except the right of asserting their title in the best way they could 
in Courts of competent jurisdiction. And what would their title be worth the moment it 
was known that the country belonged to Canada, and that the Canadian Government and 
Canadian Courts had jurisdiction there, and that the chief protection of the Hudson’s Bay 
Company and the value of their property, namely, their exclusive right of trading in 
those regions, were gone forever. The Company would only be too glad that the country 
should be handed over to Canada, and would be ready to enter into any reasonable 
arrangement. 

The value of the Company’s interest would be determined by the value of their 
stock ; and what would that be worth when the whole country belonged to Canada ? 


* Journals, Coms., Can., 1867-8, Vol. 1, p. 374. 
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THE COLONIAL SECRETARY TO THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL. * 


Downine STREET, 
23rd April, 1868. 


My Lorp,—I have already acknowledged, on the 18th of January, your Lordship’s 
despatch, No. 107, of the 21st of- December, transmitting a Joint Address from the 
Senate and House of Commons of Canada to Her Majesty, praying the annexation to 
Canada of Rupert’s Land and the North-West Territory. Your Lordship will have the 
goodness to inform the Senate and House of Commons that their Address has been duly 
laid before the Queen. 

Her Majesty’s Government will be willing to recommend a compliance with the 
prayer of the Address so soon as they shall be empowered to do so with a just regard to 
the rights and interests of Her Majesty’s subjects interested in those territories. They 
are advised, however, that the requisite powers of government and legislation cannot, 
consistently with the existing Charter of the Hudson’s Bay Company, be transferred 
to Canada without an Act of Parliament. Before such an Act can be obtained it is 
necessary to consider the position of the Hudson’s Bay Company. 

The Company have held their Charter, and exercised privileges conferred by it, for 
200 years, including rights of government and legislation, together with the property of 
all the lands and precious metals; and various eminent Law Officers consulted in 
succession have all declared that the validity of this Charter cannot justly be disputed 
by the Crown. 

Ihave, on behalf of Her Majesty’s Government, called upon the Company to state 
the terms on which they would be prepared to surrender to the Crown whatever rights 
they have over the lands and precious metals, including the rights of government, with 
the intimation that no present payment in money will be made to them, but that in the 
transference of their rights to Canada they might have a reservation made to them of 
defined portions of land, and of a share of the future proceeds of the lands and precious 
metals of the territory up to a certain fixed amount. 

I enclose copies of the letters which have passed up to the present time between the 

Company and this Department upon the subject. 


ae Ay at nea I purpose to introduce a Bill into the Imperial Parliament 
C. 0., 18th Jan., 1868. with the view of authorizing any arrangement which may be 


H. B. Co., 25th Jan., 1868. effected on the basis thus indicated ; of defining the territor 
SUI Re Get over which it extends ; and authorizing the subsequent beara 
to the Canadian Government of the rights and powers to be acquired by the Crown in 
respect to government and property, in accordance with the prayer of the Address. 

With respect to the North-West Territory, the same obstacles do not exist to the 
transfer of the greater part by the Crown to Canada at the present time, subject to proper 
reservations of the rights and property of Her Majesty’s subjects now settled therein, and 
for the protection of Her Majesty’s native subjects ; but I apprehend that while it remains 
separated from Canada by the Hudson’s Bay Company’s Territory, still under the Com- 
pany’s government, it will not be the desire of Canada to undertake the government of 
this more remote country. <A portion of the North-West Territory, immediately adjacent 
to British Columbia, I am of opinion that it will be necessary for the public advantage to 
retain in the possession of the Crown, with a view to its incorporation with British 
Columbia. 


I have the honour to be, 
My Lord, 


Your Lordship’s most obedient, humble servant, 


BuckinGHaM & CHANDOS. 


* Journals, Coms., Can., 1867-8, Vol. 1, p. 367. 
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Tue Unper-SECRETARY TO THE DeputTy-GovERNOR OF THE Hupson’s Bay Company.* 


Downine STREET, 
23rd April, 1868. 


Srr,—I am directed by the Duke of Buckingham and Chandos to acquaint you that 
he has had under his consideration the Address from the Parliament of Canada to Her 
Majesty, praying that Rupert’s Land and the North-West Territory may be united with 
the Dominion of Canada, and placed under the authority of the Canadian Parliament, and 
the letter from the Governor of the Hudson’s Bay Company, dated the 25th of January, 
on that subject. 

Her Majesty’s Government think that it will be right to comply, under proper 
conditions, with the wish expressed by the Parliament of Canada, and they propose to 
introduce a Bill for the purpose into the Imperial Parliament. 

They desire, however, to pay due regard to the interests of Her Majesty’s subjects 
already concerned in the Territory ; and with that view they will be prepared to make 
provision for any reasonable terms which may be agreed upon with the Hudson’s Bay 
Company. 

I am directed to call your attention to the negotiations which took place in 1864 
between the Secretary of State and the Company, as recorded in the correspondence 

referred to in the margin, and I am to request that you will 


en Office, 1th Mar., state what are the terms which the Company would be pre- 
5th April, 1864. pared to accept, proceeding on the principles then adopted— 
6th June, 1864. namely, that the compensation should be derived from the 
ereows rae eee future proceeds of the lands, and of any gold which may be 
qth DD cmiiien 1664) discovered in Rupert’s Land, coupled with reservations of 


defined portions of land to the Company. 


I am, ete., 
C. B. ADDERLEY. 
To Sir Curtis Lampson. 


An Act FoR ENABLING Her Mavsesty TO ACCEPT A SURRENDER UPON TERMS OF THE 
Lanps, Privineces, AND Ricuts or “THE GOVERNOR AND COMPANY OF ADVEN- 
TURERS OF ENGLAND TRADING INTO Hupson’s Bay,” AND FOR ADMITTING THE 
SAME INTO THE DOMINION OF CANADA.T 


Whereas by certain letters patent granted by His late Majesty King Charles the 
Second in the twenty-second year of His Reign certain Persons therein named were 
incorporated by the name of “The Governor and Company of Adventurers of England 
trading into Hudson’s Bay,” and certain lands and territories, rights of government, 
and other rights, privileges, liberties, franchises, powers, and authorities, were thereby 
granted or purported to be granted to the said Governor and Company in His Majesty’s 
Dominions in North America : 

And whereas by the British North America Act, 1867, it was (amongst other things) 
enacted that it should be lawful for Her Majesty, by and with the advice of Her Majesty’s 
most Honourable Privy Council, on Address from the Houses of the Parliament of Canada, 
to admit Rupert’s Land and the North-western Territory, or either of them, into the 
union on such terms and conditions as are in the Address expressed and as Her Majesty 
thinks fit to approve, subject to the provisions of the said Act: 

And whereas for the purpose of carrying into effect the provisions of the said British 
North America Act, 1867, and of admitting Rupert’s Land into the said Dominion as 
aforesaid upon such terms as Her Majesty thinks fit to approve, it is expedient that the 
said lands, territories, rights, privileges, liberties, franchises, powers, and authorities, 


* Journals, Coms., Can., 1867-8, Vol. 1, p. 374. 
+ 31-2 Vic., cap. 106. Assented to 31st July, 1868. 
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so far as the same have been lawfully granted to said Company, should be surrendered to 
Her Majesty, Her heirs and successors, upon such terms and conditions as may be 
agreed upon by and between Her Majesty and the said Governor and Company as herein- 
after mentioned : 

Be it therefore enacted by the Queen’s most Excellent Majesty, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Lords Spiritual and Temporal, and Commons, in this present 
Parliament assembled, and by the authority of the same, as follows : 

I, This Act may be cited as “ Rupert’s Land Act, 1868.” 

2. For the purposes of this Act the term ‘“‘Rupert’s Land” shall include the whole of 
the lands and territories held or claimed to be held by the said Governor and Company. 

3. It shall be competent for the said Governor and Company to surrender to Her 
Majesty, and for Her Majesty, by any instrument under her sign manual and signet, to 
accept a surrender of all or any of the lands, territories, rights, privileges, liberties, 
franchises, powers, and authorities whatsoever granted or purported to be granted by 
the said letters patent to the said Governor and Company within Rupert’s Land, upon 
such terms and conditions as shall be agreed upon by and between Her Majesty and the 
said Governor and Company ; provided, however, that such surrender shall not be: 
accepted by Her Majesty until the terms and conditions upon which Rupert’s Land shall 
be admitted into the said Dominion of Canada. shall have been approved of by Her 
Majesty, and embodied in an Address to Her Majesty from both the Houses of the 
Parliament of Canada in pursuance of the one hundred and forty-sixth section of the 
British North America Act, 1867 ; and that the said surrender and acceptance thereof 
shall be null and void unless within a month from the date of such acceptance Her 
Majesty does, by Order in Council, under the provisions of the said last recited Act, admit 
Rupert’s Land into the said Dominion ; provided further, that no charge shall be imposed 
by such terms upon the Consolidated Fund of the United Kingdom.. 

4. Upon the acceptance by Her Majesty of such surrender, all rights of govern- 
ment and proprietary rights, and all other privileges, liberties, franchises, powers, and 
authorities whatsoever, granted or purported to be granted by the said letters patent 
to the said Governor and Company within Rupert’s Land, and which ghall have been SO- 
surrendered, shall be absolutely extinguished ; provided that nothing herein contained, 
shall prevent the said Governor and Company from continuing to carry on in Rupert’s 
Land, or elsewhere, trade and commerce. 

5. It shall be competent to Her Majesty by any such Order or Orders in Couneil as 
aforesaid, on Address from the Houses of the Parliament of Canada, to declare that. 
Rupert’s Land shall, from a date to be therein mentioned, be admitted into and become 
part of the Dominion of Canada ; and thereupon it shall be lawful for the Parliament 
of Canada from the date aforesaid to make, ordain, and establish within the land and 
territory so admitted as aforesaid all such laws, institutions, and ordinances, and to 
constitute such Courts and officers, as may be necessary for the peace, order, and good. 
government of Her Majesty’s subjects and others therein ; Provided that, until otherwise 
enacted by the said Parliament of Canada, all the powers, authorities, and jurisdiction. 
of the several Courts of Justice now established in Rupert’s Land, and of the several 
officers thereof, and of all magistrates and justices now acting within the said limits, 
shall continue in full force and effect therein. 


THE CoLonraL SECRETARY TO THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL. * 
Downine Street, 
8th August, 1868. 


My Lorp,—I have the honour to transmit to you, for your Lordship’s information, 
the enclosed copy of an Act of Parliament,} conferring powers for the surrender to Her 
Majesty by the Hudson’s Bay Company of their territories and privileges. 


* Sess. Papers, Can., 1869, No. 25. 
+ [The Rupert’s Land Act, 1868.—G. E. L.] 
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In pursuance of the powers conferred by this Act, I propose to enter into negotia- 
tions with the Hudson’s Bay Company as to the terms on which they will surrender 
their rights, and I shall not fail to keep your Lordship informed of the course of such 


negotiations. 
I have, &c., 
BuckineHamM & CHANDOS. 


Governor the Right Honourable Viscount Monck. 


TELEGRAM—THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL TO THE COLONIAL SECRETARY.* 
QUEBEC, 9th September, 1868. 


Privy Council wish to send a delegation to London to take part in treaty with 


Hudson’s Bay Company. 
They are anxious that negotiations with Company should be postponed till arrival of 


delegates in London. 
Please inform me by Cable how soon you will be able to receive them. 


They are prepared to go immediately. 
Monck. 


TELEGRAM—THE COLONIAL SECRETARY TO THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL.* 
CoLoniAL OFFICE, 11th September, 1868. 


Delegates to advise with me on the arrangements between the Crown and the 
‘Company should start at once. I have appointment with Governor of Company for 18th, 


but will now conclude nothing until delegation shall have arrived. 
BuckincHamM & CHANDOS. 


TELEGRAM—THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL TO THE COLONIAL SECRETARY. * 
QueEBEC, 14th September, 1868. 


I find now that for reasons connected with the public service, delegates do not wish 


to leave Canada till first week in November. Will this suit you? 
Monck. 


TELEGRAM—THE COLONIAL SECRETARY TO THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL. * 
CoLoniaL OFrFIcE, 17th September, 1868. 


I should have preferred an earlier date—I cannot defer negotiations with Hudson’s 


Bay Company, but probably the settlement of terms will occupy some time. 
BuckincHam & CHANDOS. 


——— 


; TELEGRAM—TLHE GOVERNOR-GENERAL TO THE COLONIAL SECRETARY. * 
QueEBEC, 18th September, 1868. 


In consequence of your last message, delegates will leave for England the 7th October 


Monck. 


* Sess. Papers, Can., 1869, No. 25, 
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TELEGRAM—THE COLONIAL SECRETARY TO THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL. * 


CotontaL Orricg, 18th September, 1868. 


I have seen Kimberley and Lampson to-day. I think it essential that some leading” 


member of your Government, if possible all delegates, should be here not later than 9th 
October to confer with me. Delegates will be wanted at least 10 days. 


Buckincuam & CHANDos. 


TELEGRAM—THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL TO THE CoLonriaL SEcRETARY.* 


QUEBEC, 22nd September, 1868. 
Delegates intend to sail from hence October 3rd. 
They trust nothing will be concluded until their arrival in England, where they will) 
be due about the 13th. 


Moncx. 


Report or A ComMITTEr or THE Privy CoUNCIL, APPROVED BY THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL. 
ON THE Ist OcToBER, 1868.* 


In view of the great importance of the immediate settlement of the Hudson’s Bay: 
question, and in consequence of the passage by the Imperial Parliament of the Act 31 


Wm. H. Lez, 
Clerk, P. 0. 


Memoranpum or Sir Georae E. CARTIER AND THE Hon. WiLL1AM McDoveatt, 
CANADIAN DELEGATES TO ENGLAND.* 


We have the honour to acknowledge communication of a Minute of Council of this: 
day’s date, appointing us a delegation to England to arrange with the Imperial Govern- 
ment the terms upon which Canada may acquire Rupert’s Land, and to state that we have- 
much pleasure in accepting the mission. 

We would, however, beg to call the attention of the Committee to the terms of the 
recent Act of the Imperial Parliament to “enable Her Majesty to accept a surrender 
upon terms of the lands, privileges and rights” of the Hudson’s Bay Company which 
declares that Rupert’s Land for the purposes of that Act “shall include the whole of 
the lands and territories held or claimed to be held” by the Company. 

We would also call the attention of the Committee to the terms of the British North 
America Act, which provides for the admission of Rupert’s Land and the North-West 
Territory, or either of them, into the Union. 

We respectfully recommend that we be authorized to arrange with the Imperial. 
Government for the admission of the N orth-West Territory into union with Canada,. 
either with or without Rupert’s Land as may be found practicable and expedient. 


Gro. Er. Carrier. 


W. McDoveatt. 
October Ist, 1868. 


—_—___. 


* Sess. Papers, Can., 1869, No, 25. 
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Report oF A COMMITTEE OF THE Privy CoUNCIL, APPROVED BY THE GOVERNOR- 
GENERAL ON THE Ist Ocrosper, 1868.* 


The Committee have had under consideration a memorandum dated this day from 
the Hon. Sir George E. Cartier, Bart., and the Hon. Wm. McDougall stating that they 
have received communication of the Minute in Council appointing them a delegation to 
England to arrange with the Imperial Government the terms upon which Canada may 
acquire Rupert’s Land, and expressing their readiness to accept that mission. 

They however bring under the notice of the Government the terms of the recent Act 
of the Imperial Parliament, to enable Her Majesty ‘‘ to accept a surrender upon terms, 
of the lands, privileges, and rights” of the Hudson’s Bay Company, which declares that 
‘¢ Rupert’s Land” for the purposes of that Act “shall include the whole of the lands 
and territories held or claimed to be held” by the Company. 

They also call your Excellency’s attention to the terms of the British North America 
Act, which provides for the admission of Rupert’s Land and the North-West Territory,, 
or either of them, into the Union, and they recommend that they be authorized to arrange 
with the Imperial Government for the admission of the North-West Territory into union 
with Canada, either with or without Rupert’s Land as may be found practicable and 
expedient. 

The Committee advise that the authority requested by the delegates be granted, and, 
that a copy of this Minute, if approved by your Excellency, be transmitted to his Grace: 
the Secretary of State for the Colonies. 

Wm. H. Les, 
a Clerk, P..C. 


THE GoveRNOR OF THE Hupson’s Bay CompANy TO THE UNDER-SECRETARY.* 


Hupson Bay Houses, Lonpoy, 
October 27th, 1868.. 


Sir,—The Committee of the Hudson’s Bay Company have received from Sir C. 
Lampson and myself reports of the interviews which we have had the honour to have with 
his Grace the Duke of Buckingham and Chandos, on the subject of the proposed cession 
to Canada of the Company’s territorial rights, and they have anxiously considered how 
far they would be justified in altering the terms proposed in my letter of May 13th, with 
a view to meet the objections which have been raised to them. 

They understand his Grace to suggest that instead of the Company being entitled 
to a free grant of 5,000 acres, to be selected by them for every 50,000 acres which shall. 
be alienated by the Government, the whole territory should be at once divided into: 
sections on the map, and that a certain portion of each section should be allotted to the: 
Company by fixed geographical rules, the Company taking the chance as to the value of 
the land which might fall to its share ; and further, that in order to meet the evils which 
might arise from the existence of so many blocks of wild land free from taxation, the 
exemption of the Company’s wild land from taxes should continue only for a limited period, 
say, for example, twenty years. ; 

The Committee regret that they are unable to agree to this mode of allotment. One 
of the chief inducements to their shareholders to accept the proposed arrangements would 
be that, according to the plan of the Committee, if, as it is hoped, the colonization of the: 
country proceeded rapidly under the new government, the Company would receive blocks. 
of land of moderate size in the vicinity of the new settlements, which would possess an 
actual value in the market. But if the plan suggested by the Duke of Buckingham were 
adopted, instead of the grants to the Company proceeding equally with the progress of 
colonization, the whole country would be dotted over with isolated tracts of wild land 
belonging to the Company, many of which even if ultimately available for settlement, 
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must necessarily remain entirely valueless until long after the expiration of the twenty 
years, and if taxed would be a heavy burden instead of a source of profit to the Company. 

The Committee are willing, however, to agree that the exemption from taxes on the 
Company’s wild land should only apply to each block of 5,000 acres, which they may be 
entitled from time to time to select, for a period of twenty years from the date of selection. 
This would give the Company a reasonable time within which to turn each block to 
profitable account, and at the same time the ultimate liability to taxation would prevent . 
these lands from becoming an obstruction to the free progress of settlement. 

The Committee think it right to add that they do not propose that land purchased 
by the Company should be reckoned in the 50,000 acres; and that the selection of the 
land by the Company naturally implies that the Company shal] bear the cost of such a 
Survey as may be necessary to define the land selected, it being understood that the 
Company shall have the option of making the survey by means of their own officers. 

The Committee are quite willing that land granted for such purposes as roads, 
churches or schools shall not be liable to the payment of one shilling per acre to the 


onstruction of the work, and that the exceptions are specified in the agreement with the 
Government for the cession of the Company’s rights. They also admit that it is proper 
that a similar exemption should apply to land set apart as Indian Reserves, on the 


transferred to Canada, and that, if at any time before the million sterling is paid to the 
Company, such land shall be used or granted for other purposes, it shall become liable to 
the payment of a shilling an acre in common with other land. 

With respect to the land which the Committee have asked that the Company may 


retain as private property round their posts and stations, if 6,000 acres are thought to be 
d . 


Sir Edmund Head, in the concluding paragraphs of his letter of April 13th, 1864, 
in which terms were proposed similar to those now under discussion, but involving the 
cession of a part only of the Company’s Territory, avowed to the Duke of Newcastle the 
“apprehensions of the Committee that it might be difficult to convince the shareholders 
that the offers then made were to their advantage ; and although the Committee have 
felt bound not to recede from the terms contained in my letter of May 13th, which were 
based on their former offers, they cannot conceal from his Grace that they anticipate a © 
very serious opposition on the part of their shareholders to any such arrangement as that 
which they have put forward. 

His Grace will recollect that at our first interview, before the Canadian delegates had 
Started for England, Sir OC. Lampson and I strongly insisted upon this point, and that we 
Suggested that if Canada would agree to pay to the Company one million sterling in 
bonds, such a settlement might be acceptable to our proprietors. 
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The Committee entirely share this view. The more they consider the very compli- 
cated arrangements which have been devised as a substitute for the payment of a sum of 
money at once, the more they are convinced that itis as much for the interest of Canada 
as of the Company, that the claims of the Company should be provided for by a direct 
compensation, and not by contingent payments extending over a long series of years, and 
by grants of land under stipulations, which, although indispensable to protect the 
Company from spoliation, would be invidious in the eyes of the future settlers and 
embarrassing to the Colonial Government. 

At the same time the Committee desire me to assure his Grace, that if their terms as 
now modified are agreed to by Her Majesty’s Government, the Committee will use all their 
influence to induce the proprietors to confirm them. 


I have the honor to be, Sir, 
Your most obedient servant, 


KIMBERLEY. 
The Right Honorable ©. B. Adderley, M.P., 


Colonial Office. 


Tue Unpsr-SEcretary To THE GovERNOR OF THE Hupson’s Bay Company.* 


Ist December, 1868. 

My Lorp,—I am directed by the Duke of Buckingham and Chandos to acknowledge 
the receipt of your Lordship’s letter of the 27th October, and to express his Grace’s regret 
that the serious illness of Mr. McDougall, one of the two delegates sent from Canada, 
which prevented his Grace from communicating with him, should have caused go long a 
delay in the answer. 

His Grace regrets to perceive that the letter under reply does not afford much prospect 
of an arrangement being come to. 

Her Majesty’s Government, in the letter of Mr. Adderley of 23rd April to Sir Curtis 
Lampson referring to the negotiations which took place in 1864, requested to be informed 
““what terms the Company would be prepared: to accept, proceeding on the principles 
_ then adopted, namely, that the compensation should be derived from the future proceeds 
of the lands, and of any gold which may be discovered in Rupert’s Land, coupled with 
reservations of defined portions of land to the Company.” 

To this your Lordship replied that the Committee were prepared to recoommend— 

1. That the Company shall surrender all the territory which they hold under their 
charter, with the reservation of all their posts and stations, with an area of 6,600 acres 
round each such post or station ; this reservation of 6,000 acres, however, not to apply to 
the Red River Settlement. 

2. That the Company shall be entitled to receive ls. for every acre of the land 
surrendered, which shall be disposed of by the Government whether by sale, lease, or free 
grant, or parted with in any other manner. 

3. That one quarter of the sum received by the Government as an export duty for 
gold and silver, or on leases of gold and silver mines, or for licenses for gold and silver 
mining, shall be paid to the Company, the amount to be received under this and the 
preceding article being limited to a total sum, conjointly, of £1,000,000 sterling. 

4. That the Canadian Government shall confirm all titles to land that has been 
alienated by the Company at Red River, or elsewhere. 

5. That whenever the Government shall have gold, leased, granted, or otherwise 
parted with 50,000 acres, the Company shall be entitled for every such 50,000 acres to a 
free grant of 5,000 acres of wild land to be selected by them. 

6. That no tax be imposed upon any land belonging to the Company not under 
eultivation, and no exceptional tax shall be imposed upon the Company’s other lands or 
‘property, or upon the Company’s servants. 
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7. That the disputed matter of the Company’s lands in Canada be settled by issuing 
grants on the footing formerly agreed upon by Mr. Vankoughnet and Mr. Hopkins. 

8. That the Canadian Government shall take over from the Company all the materials 
for the construction of the telegraph now in Rupert’s land, and the North-West Territory, 
on payment of the cost price, and the expenses already incurred with interest, 

9. That full liberty to carry on their trade shall be secured to the Company, free 
from any special or exceptional taxation. 

10. That until £1,000,000 sterling, stipulated by articles 2 and 3, Shall be paid to 
the Company, no export duties shall be levied by Canada upon furs exported by the 
Company, and no import duties shall be levied upon articles imported by the Company 
into the North-Western Territory, and into that part of Rupert’s Land which igs not. 
included within the geographical limits laid down in Sir E. Head’s letter of 13th Novem- 
ber, 1863, the Company to be further entitled to import goods in bond free of duty, 
through any part of the surrendered territory into the North-Western territory and the 
aforesaid part of Rupert’s Land. 

Lastly: That in order to afford to the Company a guarantee for the due fulfilment of 
these provisions by the Canadian Government, power shall be given to the Company to 
bring before the Judicial Committee of. Her Majesty’s Privy Council for decision any 
matters connected with the carrying into effect the foregoing provisions, in respect of 
which they may consider themselves aggrieved. 

His Grace intimated in reply, that there were “certain points in the terms set forth 
to which he would not feel at liberty to agree in their present shape,” and at the 
meetings which ensued his Grace expressed his strong objections to the principle of the 
proposals of the Company respecting reserves of land to be selected from time to time at 
the discretion of the Company, and to the principle of special exemption from taxation 
in their favour, and expressed his opinion that there were many points in the other 
proposals requiring material modification. 

Your Lordship’s present letter intimates that the Company are unable to agree to 
certain modifications which suggested themselves during the discussions as modes of 
avoiding the objections entertained by his Grace, and proceeds to state the changes which 
the Company are willing to agree to, and which his Grace understands to be as follows : 

Ist. That the exemption from taxes on the Company’s wild lands shall only last for 
a period of twenty years from the date of selection, 

2nd. That any lands purchased by the Company shall not reckon in the quantities 
of 50,000 acres, in respect of which the Company should be entitled to select 5,000 acres. 

3rdly. That the Company shall bear the expense of surveying their blocks of 5,000 
acres. 
4thly. That lands granted for such purposes as roads, churches or schools, shall not 
be liable to the payment of one shilling per acre to the Company. 

5thly. That the same exemption shall apply to land set apart by Her Majesty’s 
Government as Indian Reserves before the Company’s territory is transferred to Canada. 

6thly. That with regard to land around posts beyond what is designated the fertile 
belt, 6,000 acres shall be granted, and that only 3,000 acres shall be the quantity within 
that belt. 

7thly. That the proposed recourse to the Privy Council as a Court of first instance, 
shall be abandoned. 

His Grace is unable to recommend the adoption by Her Majesty’s Government of 
such terms for the surrender of the territorial rights of the Company. Whatever be the 
future government of the territory, whether by the Hudson’s Bay Company or by Canada, 
or by any other authority, very considerable annual outlay will have, as in all other 
unsettled countries, to be incurred in clearing roads, maintenance and opening of naviga- 
tion, etc., and surveying. 

For these charges, the produce of the early sales of land is the natural resource. 

But by the Company’s proposals they would deprive the future Government of any 
prospect for a long time at least of receiving any income. 

Ist. They first stipulate, not for a share of the receipts from land, but for a definite 
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sum per acre, a sum in all probability far in excess of what is likely in practice to be 
obtained for the greater portion. 

2ndly. They stipulate that they shall retain certain reserves around their posts, 
amounting, therefore, according to the lists of posts handed in by Sir C. Lampson, to 
upwards of 500,000 acres of the land most likely to be made available for settlement and 
sale, as being the land surrounding the established posts of the Company, they have, after 
long experience, retained as the most advantageous positions for trade and occupation, 
and of which nearly 100,000 acres surround the posts in what is called the fertile belt of 
the territory. 


3rdly. And that they shall also receive a share of mineral rights, and confirmation 
of all titles. 

4thly. They proceed to stipulate for a further reserve of one-tenth of the whole 
territory, and that the Company shall have this tenth in blocks of 5,000 acres to be 
selected as each successive 50,000 acres is alienated and not merely to select in the same 
locality, but anywhere ; so that for instance, if land is alienated on the higher parts of 
the Rocky Mountains, at Jasper House for example, in consequence of the mining opera- 
tions in that district, or for fishing stations or for mining purposes on the coast of Hudson’s 
Bay or Labrador, the Company should be entitled to select the proportionate reserve in 
such part of the most fertile region as they may consider will realize the utmost profit to 
them, whether by its cultivation or development, or by its power of obstruction to others. 

These lands moreover are to be exempt from taxation for a period of 20 years from 
selection, and the lands retained round the posts to be entirely free from taxation unless 
reclaimed. 

These conditions his Grace cannot accede to. His Grace would, however, recommend 
Her Majesty’s Government to agree to a surrender on the following conditions : 

Ist. That the land to be retained by the Company in the neighbourhood of their posts 
shall vary according to the importance of the post : in no case whatever exceeding 6,000 
acres in all for any one post, including the cultivated or reclaimed land now occupied, and 
in no case exceeding 3,000 acres within the fertile belt for principal posts, and 500 acres 
for minor posts ; the additional land to be set out so as not to include frontage to rivers or 
tracks, roads, or portages. 

2nd. The Company to receive one-fourth share of all receipts from land. If any free 
grants of land be made for other than public purposes, such lands shall be deemed to have 
been sold at one shilling per acre. 

3rd. That one quarter of the sum received by the Government as an export duty for 
gold and silver mines, or for licenses for gold and silver mining, shall be paid to the 
Company, the amount to be received under this and the preceding article being limited to 
a total sum conjointly of £1,000,000 sterling. 

4th. That the Imperial Government shall confirm all titles to land that has been 
alienated by the Company at Red River or elsewhere. 

Sth. That the Company shall have the option of selecting five lots of not less than 200 
acres each in each township, whenever it is set out, on payment of rateable cost of survey. 

6th. That no exceptional tax shall be imposed on the Company’s lands, trade, or 
servants. 

7th. That full liberty to carry on their trade shall be secured to the Company. 

8th. The Company to have similar reserves granted them in connection with their 
posts in the North-West Territory. 

9th. The boundary lines between Hudson’s Bay and Canada to be defined, and 
between Hudson’s Bay and North-West Territory to be defined by a natural or geographical 
boundary agreed on. 

10th. No wild lands to be taxable until surveyed and marked. 

11th. That whenever the payment of £1,000,000 sterling under Article 8 shall have 
been made as therein provided in cash, or otherwise extinguished by any payment or 
commutation by Canada to the satisfaction of the Company, the rights of the Company 
to further selections of lots, to royalties, and share of land receipts shall cease. 

12th. Such lands as Her Majesty’s Government shall deem necessary to be set aside 
for the use of the native Indian population shall be reserved altogether from this arrange- 
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ment, and the Company shall not be entitled to the payment of any share of receipts or 
any royalty therefrom, or right of selection in respect thereof under previous articles, 
unless for such part, if any, of these lands as may be appropriated with the consent of the 
Crown to any other purpose than that of the benefit of the Indian natives. 

If these terms are approved, Her Majesty’s Government will be prepared to conclude 
an arrangement, and to submit it to the Canadian Government for their favourable consi- 
deration ; but if the Company shall not assent to these conditions, Her Majesty’s Govern- 
ment will consider themselves unpledged by any of the offers that have been made. 


I an, etc., 


C. B. ADDERLEY. 
The Earl of Kimberley. 


THE Deputy-GOVERNOR OF THE Hupson’s Bay Company To THE UNDER-SECRETARY.* 


Hunpson’s Bay Houssz, 
Lonpon, 22nd December, 1868. 


Srr,—I have the honour to enclose for the information of the Right Honourable the 
Secretary of State for the Colonies, extracts of letters recently received from Governor 
Mactavish, dated Fort Garry, Red River Settlement, October 10th and November 11th, 
from which it will be seen that the Canadian Government have intimated through an 
agent sent to Red River by the direction of the Canadian Commissioner for Public 
Works, their intention to construct a road from Fort Garry to the Lake of the Woods, 
through the territory of the Company. A trespass upon the freehold territory of the 
Company must be committed in order to carry out this intention. 

The Committee cannot but look upon this proceeding as a most unusual and improper 
one, especially as negotiations are at present pending for the transfer of the territory of 
the Company to Canada. This trespass will be an actual encroachment on the soil of the 
Company, and that too by a Government which has constantly up to this time and still 
disputes the right of this Company over that soil. 

The Committee therefore ask for the intervention of Her Majesty’s Government, but 
at the same time they beg leave to say that any application by Her Majesty’s Government 
or the Canadian Government for permission to make this road will be favourably entertained. 

I have, &., 
C. M. Lampson, 
Deputy-Governor. 


Sir Frederic Rogers, Bart., etc., etc., etc., 
Colonial Office. 


Extracts or Letrers From Mr. MactavisH, Hupson’s Bay Company’s GOVERNOR OF 
Rupsrr’s Lanp, to W. G. Surru, Esquire, SECRETARY, DATED RESPECTIVELY For? 
Garry, Rep River Serriement, tHE 10TH Octoser anp lltH Novemper, 1868, 
REFERRED TO IN THE PRECEDING LETTER.* 


10th October.—“T am informed that the Canadian Government have forwarded in 
charge of a Mr. Snow, a quantity of provisions which Mr. Snow has written to one of 
the merchants here to provide freight for from Georgetown, and appointed the 15th 
instant as the date on which the supplies will be at Georgetown. Mr. Snow himself 
says nothing on the subject, but it is rumoured here that he comes up for the purpose of 
superintending the making of a cart road from this place to the Lake of the Woods, 
and that the provisions that he is bringing are to be used in payment of labour on the 
above road.” 
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11th November.—* Mr. Snow, who I before advised you as expected here to super- 
intend in making a road from this settlement to the Lake of the Woods, with a view to 
opening direct communication with Canada, arrived some time ago, and is now on the 
eve of commencing operations. He has brought in with him some provisions with which 
he purposes paying for labour on the road. On his arrival here, he called on me to show 
his instructions from the Commissioner of Public Works. These contained nothing of 
any consequence beyond the expression of a hope on the part of the Commissioner that 
the Company’s agent here would offer no opposition to Mr. Snow’s operations, but would 
leave the matter entirely in the hands of the Imperial Government, which (as generally 
people here regard Mr. Snow’s arrival as opportune on account of the scarcity of 
_ provisions), I agreed to do; and without instructions to protest against Mr. Snow’s action, 
I did not think it politic to do so.” 


Tur Unper-Secretary To Sir Grorce E. Cartier, ONE OF THE CANADIAN 
DELEGATES.* 


DowniInG STREET, 
30th December, 1868. 


Sir,—I am directed by Earl Granville to transmit to you a copy of a letter 
which his Lordship has received from the Deputy Chairman of the Hudson’s Bay 
Company, relating to some steps which have been taken under authority of the Canadian 
Government, and from which they apprehend some invasion of their territorial rights. 

His Lordship will be glad to receive from you or from Mr. McDougall any explana- 
tion with which you or he may be able to furnish him of the steps taken by the Canadian 
Government. 

IT an, Sir, 
Your obedient Servant, 


FrepDERIC RoGERs. 
Sir G. E. Cartier, Bart. 


THE CANADIAN DELEGATES TO THE UNDER-SECRETARY.* 


WESTMINSTER PaLAcE Hover, Lonpon, 
January 16th, 1869. 


Str,—We have the honour to acknowledge receipt of your letter of the 30th ult. (with 
its enclosures), stating that you were directed by Earl Granville to transmit to us a 
copy of a letter which his Lordship had received from the Deputy Chairman of the 
Hudson’s Bay Company, relating to some steps which have been taken under the authority 
of the Canadian Government, and from which the Company apprehend some invasion of 
their territorial rights. 

You inform us that his Lordship will be glad to receive from us any explanation 
which we may be able to furnish him of the steps taken by the Canadian Government. 

We have read the letter of the Deputy Chairman, and extracts from the letters of 
Governor Mactavish, and have much pleasure in being able to furnish his Lordship with 
what we hope will prove satisfactory information on the subject of the Hudson’s Bay 
Company’s complaint. 

1. In the month of September last, very precise information reached the Canadian 
Government that, in consequence of the complete destruction of their crops by locusts, 
the people of the Red River Settlement, numbering probably from 12,000 to 15,000 
souls, were in imminent danger of starvation during the winter about to set in. 


_o___ 
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2. Numerous and earnest appeals for aid had already been made to the Canadian 
public by writers in the newspapers, and by clergymen and others acquainted with the 
country. The Right Reverend Robert Machray, Lord Bishop of Rupert’s Land, a member 
of the Council of Assiniboia and so far a representative of the Company, visited Ottawa, 
and urged upon members of the Canadian Government the duty of prompt assistance to 


Works (one of the undersigned) was directed to expend the principal part of this sum in 
the purchase of provisions, which were to be forwarded with all possible despatch to the 


Red River settlement, and offered to the settlers, not as alms, but in exchange for their. 


labour on a public work in their own Vicinity, and of the highest utility to their settlement. 


Government Agent had, in accordance with his instructions, conferred with the local 
authorities on his arrival at Fort Garry ; that he had received thejr approval and promise 
of assistance ; that his timely aid was a cause of much joy and thankfulnes in the settle- 
ment, and that he had proceeded with a large force of labourers to the limit of the prairie 
country, some thirty miles from Fort Garry, towards Lake of the Woods, and had there 


subjects, and to supply it in the way most acceptable to a high-spirited people, viz., in 
exchange for their labour. It was thought that even the Hudson’s Bay Company might 


protection to those under their government against similar dangers in the future, On 
behalf of the Canadian Government, we deny thata “ trespass” has been committed, or 


Western Territories and Rupert’s Land to the Dominion of Canada. 

The foregoing explanation may perhaps be deemed sufficient to enable Earl Granville 
to answer the complaint of the Hudson’s Bay Company against the Canadian Government, 
but the undersigned beg leave to add one or two observations which in their opinion this 
extraordinary demand for the “ intervention of Her Majesty’s Government,” both invites 
and justifies. If the Hudson’s Bay Company, who claim the right to hold and govern the 
territory in which the alleged “ trespass” has taken place, had performed the first duty 
of a government towards its people, by providing them with easy means of communication 


threatened calamity by a prompt effort to forward sufficient supplies to the settlement 


safety hereafter, is “an actual encroachment on the soil of the Company,” might, if 
unnoticed by us, be claimed as another proof or admission of the rights of the Company 
in that part of the Continent, We, therefore, beg to remind his Lordship that the 
boundaries of Upper Canada on the north and west were declared under the authority 
of the Constitutional Act of 1791, to include “all the territory to the westward and 


we 
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southward” of the “boundary line of Hudson’s Bay, to the utmost extent of the country 
commonly called or known by the name of Canada.” Whatever doubt may exist as to the 
“ utmost extent” of old or French Canada, no impartial investigator of the evidence in 
the case can doubt that it extended to and included the country between Lake of the 
Woods and Red River. 

The Government of Canada, therefore, does not admit, but, on the contrary, denies, 
and has always denied, the pretensions of the Hudson’s Bay Company to any right of soil 
beyond that of squatters, in the territory through which the road complained of is being 
constructed. 


We have, etc., 


G. E. Carrier, 


Wma. McDovuGatt. 
Sir Frederic Rogers, Bart., etc., etc., etc., 


Colonial Office. 


THE GovERNOR OF THE Hupson’s Bay ComMpANY TO THE U NDER-SECRETARY. * 


Hupson’s Bay House, 
Lonpon, February 2nd, 1869. 


Sir,—I have the honour to acknowledge your letter of the 28th January, addressed 
to the Deputy-Governor of this Company, enclosing a communication from Sir G. Cartier 
and Mr. McDougall, on the subject of the recent proceedings of the Canadian Government 
+n the matter of the construction of a road through the Company’s territory between Fort 
Garry and the Lake of the Woods. 

‘After the distinct statement contained in Sir Curtis Lampson’s letter of the 22nd 
December, that the Company, while protesting against a trespass on their land, were pre- 
pared favourably to entertain any application for permission to make such a road, either on 
the part of the Imperial or of the Canadian Government, the Committee think it unneces- 
sary to discuss the greater portion of the letter of the Canadian Ministers. Their objec- 
tion is not to the road being made, but to its being undertaken by the Canadian Govern- 
ment as a matter of right, as though the territory through which it is to pass were 
Canadian. Such a step, taken at a moment when negotiations are in progress for the 
transfer of the Company’s possessions to Canada, and taken by a Government-which openly 
disputes their title to this portion of them, could not have been allowed to pass unchal- 
lenged without derogating from the Company’s rights. The Canadian Government them- 
selves seem to have been alive to this. Mr. McTavish states that the agent of that 
Government (Mr. Snow) on arriving at the Red River, communcated to him his instrue- 
tions from the Commissioner of Public Works in Canada, containing the expression of 
‘a hope on the part of the Commissioner that the Company’s agent here would offer no 
opposition to Mr. Snow’s operations, but would leave the matter entirely in the hands of 
the Imperial Government.” Governor McTavish, upon this, very properly allowed Mr. 
Snow to commence his operations ; and so far as this Company is concerned, no impedi- 
ment has been, or will be, offered to the prosecution of the work. 

If it were worth while to discuss that part of the letter of the Canadian Ministers 
which refers to the circumstances under which the construction of the road was ordered, 
+he Committee would be able to show that the Company had in no way failed in their duty 
to the colony ; but that they had promptly taken measures for the relief of its inhabitants 
and had supplied large sums, both by direct grants and by subscriptions raised under their 
auspices for that purpose, at a period anterior to the appropriation of the Canadian road 
grant. They would also be able to point out how the delay which has occurred in opening 
up communications and otherwise developing the resources of the Red River Settlement 
is due to the restraint which has been imposed upon them by Her Majesty’s Government 
at the request of Canada, and not to any negligence or indifference of their own. 


ed 
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Canada, the Canadian Government are endeavouring to exercise rights of ownership over 
a portion of that territory, to the exclusion of the Company, and to the prejudice of their 
title. This they are doing by virtue of an old claim which they have repeatedly advanced, 
which the Company have invariably disputed, and have declared themselves ready to con- 
test before a court of law, and which Her Majesty’s Government, actine under the advice 
of various law officers of the Crown, have declined to endorse, 

The Canadian Government have hitherto shown no inclination to bring their claim to 
the test of a judicial decision, and in the absence of any such decision, the Committee con- 


Red River. They desire now respectfully, but confidently, to claim the support and pro- 
tection of the Colonial Minister against any invasion of the Company’s rights which may 
have been prompted or facilitated by the policy which they have adopted in order to meet 
the wishes of the Colonial Office, 
I have, etc., 
StarForp H. Norrucorm 
Sir Frederic Rogers, Bart. 


THE GovERNoR oF THE Hupson’s Bay CoMPANY TO THE Unper-Secrerary. * 


Hupson’s Bay Houses, 
Lonpon, J anuary 13th, 1869. 


earlier answer. 

Before making any observations upon the particular topics discussed in Mr. Adderley’s. 
letter, I am desired by the Committee to assure Lord Granville that they continue sincerely 
anxious to promote the object with a view to which this Company was reconstructed five 
and a half years ago, viz., the gradual settlement of such portions of their territory as 
admit of colonization ; that they adhere to the opinion expressed in their resolution of the 
28th August, 1863, viz., that the time has come when it is expedient that the authority, 
executive and judicial, over the Red River Settlement and the south-western portion of 
Rupert’s Land, should be vested in officers deriving such authority directly from the 
Crown ; and that they cheerfully accept the decision of Her Majesty’s Government, com- 
municated to them in Mr. Adderley’s letter of the 23rd April, 1868, viz., that the whole 


in Mr. Elliot’s letter of the 23rd January, 1867, the Committee have declined to encourage 
overtures which have been made to them by private persons for the purchase of portions of 
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the Company’s territory with a view to their colonization, and have kept the whole question. 
in abeyance during the time that the negotiations which have led to the confederation 
of the British Provinces constituting the Dominion of Canada were proceeding. In the 
whole of that time they have taken no steps which could give rise to fresh complications, 
or could place any new difficulty in the way of the admission of their territory into the 
confederation when the proper moment should arrive ; and when they were informed by 
Mr. Adderley’s letter, of the 23rd of April, that the Parliament of Canada had addressed 
Her Majesty upon this subject, and were requested to state the terms which the Company 
would be prepared to accept, proceeding on the principle adopted in the interrupted nego- 
tiation of 1864, they unhesitatingly complied with the desire of the Government. 

It is therefore with surprise, as well as with regret, that they have learnt from the 
letter now under reply that the terms proposed by them, even when most strictly in con- 
formity with the principles adopted in 1864, are considered by Her Majesty’s Government 
to be inadmissible, and not to afford much prospect of an arrangement being come to. 
They find, for instance, that the stipulation that the Company should receive one shilling 
per acre on lands hereafter sold, which was originally suggested to the Committee by his 
Grace the late Duke of Newcastle, in Mr. Fortescue’s letter of March 11th, 1864, and 
which has never hitherto been called in question, is the first point to which exception is. 
now taken. Objections are also raised against several other proposals which have been long 
before the Government, while no notice at all is taken of some which have been made for 
the first time with a view to the protection of the Company’s trade, and with regard to 
which the Committee are left in ignorance, whether they are considered admissible or not. 

The Committee, although somewhat embarrassed by this apparent change in the spirit 
of the correspondence, desire me, however, to make the following observations upon some 
of the remarks contained in Mr. Adderley’s letter, in order that there may be no misap- 
prehension as to the bearing of their proposals : 

The Committee are aware that, as is stated in Mr. Adderley’s letter, in order to pre- 
pare the country for settlement, very considerable annual outlay will have to be incurred, 
and that for this charge, the produce of the early sales of land is the natural resource ; 
but they are at a loss to understand upon what ground it is alleged that their proposals 
would deprive the future Government of the ceded territory of “any prospect, for a long 
time at least, of receiving any income.” 

The only part of the territory in which it is probable that any early or extensive settle- 
ment will take place is the part known as the fertile belt. It has been confidently asserted 
by independent persons who have travelled through the country, that a great part of this 
land is not inferior in quality, or in advantages of climate, to the adjoining United States 
territory now forming the State of Minnesota, and it has been justly pointed out that, 
being prairie land, it does not require much labour to render it fit for cultivation. But 
the price of land in Minnesota ranges, as the Committee are informed, from five 
shillings to one pound per acre. The Committee think, therefore, that the fixed payment 
of one shilling per acre, proposed by the Duke of Newcastle, and accepted by them as a 
basis of compensation, cannot be deemed to be unreasonable, in so far as related to land 
sold within the limits set forth in Sir Edmund Head’s letter of the 11th of November, 
1863. 

As regards any portions of land lying outside those limits which may possibly be sold, 
the Committee think it very improbable that such sales will take place except for mining 
purposes, in which case the payment of a shilling per acre could hardly be deemed exces- 
sive. In order to save trouble and to obviate disputes, therefore, the Committee proposed 
the fixed payment of one shilling per acre in respect of all sales wherever they may take 
place, and they believe that the arrangement would have been, on the whole, more favour- 
able to Canada than that suggested by Mr. Adderley. 

Mr. Adderley proceeds to remark, with reference to Lord Kimberley’s proposal that. 
the Company should retain certain reserves around their posts, that the reservations would 
amount to upwards of 500,000 acres. It was, however, stated by Lord Kimberley and 
the Deputy-Governor at an interview with the Duke of Buckingham upon this subject, 
that the Committee were willing to confine their claim for reserves to the limits defined 
by Sir Edmund Head’s letter of the 11th November, 1863; that they were prepared to 
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agree that such reservations should be measured by the importance of the posts to which 


they were to be attached, and should in no case exceed 3,000 acres. The total quantity 
of land to be retained by the Company under this arrangement, would not exceed 50,000 
acres. The Committee cannot agree to the absolute exclusion of these reserves from all 
frontage to “ rivers or tracks, roads or portages ” which would render them entirely value- 
less, although they would have been ready to consider any reasonable limitation of these 
special advantages. 

As regards the right of selecting lands for the Company in proportion to the quanti- 
ties sold from time to time by the Government, the Committee desire to call Lord Gran- 
ville’s attention to the reasons given in Sir E. Head’s letter of the 13th April, 1864, for 
adopting this mode of reservation in preference to that of “ setting apart beforehand a 
number of isolated tracts of wild land, dotted over the surface of the colony, and calculated 
to impede the free flow of settlement in the territory.” Their proposal was framed with 
reference to sales in the fertle belt only, and it never entered into their minds to comtem- 
plate such contingencies as those suggested in Mr. Adderley’s letter. In order, however, 
to obviate all cavil upon this point, they would have been quite willing to limit the Com- 
pany’s right of selection to the case of lands sold or alienated within Sir E. Head’s limits, 
provided that it were agreed that no alienations should take place beyond those limits, 
except either for distinctly public purposes or for the bona Jide carrying on of agricul- 
tural or mining operations. As regards Mr. Adderley’s proposal that the right of selection 
should be confined to five lots of 200 acres each in each township, as it is set out, the 
Committee can only remark that the character of this proposal must depend upon the size 
of the township, of which no indication has been given. 

The Committee still adhere to the opinion that under the peculiar circumstances of 
the proposed transfer of their territory, it would be reasdnable that their wild lands should 
for a limited time be exempt from taxation, in order to allow them a fair opportunity of 
bringing them into profitable cultivation. 

They observe that Mr. Adderley makes no reference to the tenth stipulation contained 
in Lord Kimberley’s letter of the 13th May, viz., that until the stipulated sum of £1,000,- 
000 sterling has been paid to the Company, no export duties shall be levied by Canada 
upon furs exported by the Company, nor any import duties on articles imported by them 
into the North-Western Territory, and into that part of Rupert’s Land which is not included 
within the geographical limits laid down in Sir Edmund Head’s letter of November 11th, 
1863. This is a point to which the Committee attached very great importance. Jf it 
had been proposed by the Canadian Government to make a direct purchase of the Com- 
pany’s territory, and to pay the price for it at once, the Company would, of course, have 
accepted their fair share of the burdens which annexation might be expected to involve. 
But if the purchase money is to be withheld until the Canadian Government have sold 
off 20,000,000 acres of the land, or have realized a considerable sum by the produce of 
mining operations, it is reasonable that the pressure of the fiscal burdens, which would fall 
almost exclusively upon the Company’s trade, should be suspended also. Otherwise it 
might happen that, in consequence of the neglect or the inability of the Canadian Govern- 
ment to proceed with the settlement of the territory, the Company would be subjected to 
very heavy contributions to the colonial treasury without receiving the smallest benefit in 
return. As an illustration of the extent to which they might thus be injured, were no 
limitation placed upon the colonial power of taxation, I may observe that according to the 
present Canadian tariff, the duty upon the value of the Company’s imports alone would 
amount to about £20,000 a year, while any export duty that might be laid upon their 
furs would operate still further to their disadvantage. The Committee feel confident that 
Lord Granville will acknowledge the reasonableness of their taking precautions against 
such a contingency. 

The Committee have desired me to offer to Lord Granville these explanations of their 
proposals, in order to show that they have done their best to comply with the desire of 
Her Majesty’s Government, that they should submit a scheme founded on the principles 
of the negotiations of 1864. They have not, however, failed to perceive from an early 
period of the lengthened correspondence which has taken place between them and the 
Government, that those principles necessarily gave rise to many difficulties ; and they have 
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felt this the more strongly since the negotiations, originally commenced between the Com- 
pany and Her Majesty’s Government, have virtually become negotiations between the 
Company and the Government of Canada. They cannot disguise from themselves the 
danger which exists that arrangements so complicated, and involving so many topics for 
future discussion, are likely to lead to the Company’s being placed in a position of anta- 
gonism to the Government of Canada, and to the creation of a state of things injurious not 
only to their own interests, but to the welfare of the country itself. They are sincerely 
anxious to co-operate with the Canadian Government in the settlement, development, and 
improvement of the territories with which they have been so long connected, and they 
believe that if the arrangement between them can be placed on a satisfactory footing, it 
will be in their power to render material assistance to the colonial authorities in this 
respect. They believe that if a simpler arrangement than that which has recently been 
under discussion, could be adopted, and if the Canadian Government were prepared to 
complete the purchase of the territory at once by the payment of a sum of money or by 
the delivery of bonds, it would conduce to a more satisfactory result than the prolongation 
of a controversy as to the minute points of such a scheme as has been under consideration. 

Should Lord Granville be of this opinion, and should his Lordship think it desirable 
to recommend any proposal of the kind to the Canadian delegates, this Committee will 
gladly place themselves in fuller communication with him on the subject. 


T have, etc., 


StarrorpD H. Norrucors, 
Governor. 
Sir Frederic Rogers, Bart. 


THE UNDER-SECRETARY TO THE CANADIAN DELEGATES.* 


DownineG STREET, 
18th January, 1869. 


GENTLEMEN,—I am directed by Earl Granville to transmit to you, for any observa- 
tions which you may wish to offer upon it, the enclosed copy of a letter from the Hudson’s 
Bay Company in answer to the proposals made to them by the Duke of Buckingham and 
Chandos in the letter from this Department of the lst of December last, with respect to 
the proposed cession to the Crown of the Company’s territorial rights in British North 
America. ( 

I am, Gentlemen, 
Your obedient servant, 


FREDERIC ROGERS. 
Sir G. E. Cartier, Bart. e 
W. McDougall, Esq., C.B. 


Tur CANADIAN DELEGATES TO THE UNDER-SECRETARY.* 


WESTMINSTER PaLAcE Horet, 
Lonpon, February 8th, 1869. 


Srr,— We have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of the 18th ultimo, 
enclosing a copy of Sir Stafford Northcote’s letter of the 13th ultimo, in reply to proposals 
made to the Hudson’s Bay Company for the cession to the Crown of their territorial 
rights in British America, by his Grace the Duke of Buckingham and Chandos, in the 
letter of Mr. Adderley of the 1st December last. 
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You state that Earl Granville directed you to transmit this document to us for 
any observations which we may wish to offer upon it. His Lordship’s courtesy and 
consideration in sending us a copy of Sir Stafford N orthcote’s letter and inviting us to 
express our views upon it are gratefully acknowledged, but upon reflection we thought it 
would be expedient to refrain from any formal expression of our opinion on new and 
indefinite propositions, until we had received some intimation of the view which his 
Lordship was likely himself to take of them, or of the policy in respect to the general 
question which Her Majesty’s present advisers intend to adopt. 

At an interview with which we were favoured by Earl Granville on the 26th ultimo, 
he expressed his preference for a less complicated mode of dealing with the Hudson’s Bay 
question than that proposed by the Duke of Buckingham and Chandos, and requested us. 
to communicate to him our observations on the reply of Sir Stafford Northcote, and 
especially on the proposition with which his letter concludes, viz., that the Canadian 
Government should “complete the purchase of the territory at once, by the payment of 
a sum of money or by the delivery of bonds.” 

As we have had but few opportunities to confer with his Lordship since his accession 
to office, it may be proper, before considering Sir Stafford Northcote’s letter, to state the 
position of the Canadian Government, as we apprehend it, in this negotiation. 

The British North America Act of 1867 affirmed the policy of uniting under one 
Government all the colonies, provinces, and territories of British North America. Three 
provinces were united at once, and provision was made by the 146th section, for the 
admission into the union of the remaining colonies, on address to Her Majesty by their 
respective Legislatures and the Parliament of Oanada. 

The North-west Territories and Rupert’s Land, or either of them, are to bé admitted 
on the address of the Parliament of Canada alone, and on such terms and conditions as 
the Canadian Parliament may in its address express, and Her Majesty approve. 

In pursuance of the policy of the Imperial Parliament thus distinctly affirmed, the 
Canadian Parliament at its first session under the new constitution, adopted an address to 
Her Majesty for the incorporation of the North-west Territory and Rupert’s Land with 
the Dominion of Canada. The terms and conditions expressed in the address were,— 

Ist. That Canada should undertake the duties and obligations of Government and 
legislation in respect of those territories, 

2nd. That the legal rights of any corporation, company, or individual within the 
territories should be respected, and that provision should be made for that purpose by 
placing those rights under the protection of courts of competent jurisdiction. 

3rd. That the claims of the Indian tribes to compensation for lands required for 
purposes of settlement should be considered and settled, in conformity with the equitable 
principles which have uniformly governed the British Crown in its dealings with the 
aborigines. 

The above were the only terms and conditions which, in the opinion of the Canadian 
Parliament, it was expedient to insert in the Order in Council, authorized by the 146th 
section. 

His Grace the Duke of Buckingham and Chandos, on receiving the address of the 
Canadian Parliament, consulted the law officers of the Crown, who advised, among other 
things, that “there would be much difficulty created by the existence of the charter” of 
the Hudson Bay Company, “to putting into execution the powers of the 146th section 
of the British America Act, 1867, assuming that the Hudson's Bay Company were adverse 
to the union.” 

A Bill was thereupon carried throu gh the Imperial Parliament, apparently to remove 
the “ difficulties ” which the law officers had discovered. It reverses the order of procedure 
contemplated by the Act of 1867, and observed by the Canadian Parliament in-its address, 
and makes the assent of the Company a condition precedent to the transfer. 

The Canadian Government were not consulted as to the terms of this Act ; they could 
not understand why it was necessary, and greatly doubted the expediency of passing it. 

The Duke of Buckingham and Chandos, having opened negotiations with the Hudson’s 
Bay Company under the authority of the Act last mentioned, invited a delegation from 
the Canadian Government to confer with him in this country. The undersigned, duly 
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commissioned for that purpose, repaired to London in October last, and had frequent 
interviews with his Grace before his retirement from office. 

The proposals submitted to the Company by the late Government in the letter of Mr. 
Adderley of the 1st December last, were not made at our suggestion, although we were 
disposed to think (and so informed his Grace) that if the Company accepted them, the 
Canadian Parliament might be persuaded to undertake the duties of legislation and 
government in the territories on the conditions specified. 

The Company, through Sir Stafford Northcote, have declined to accept either the 
principle or the mode of settlement proposed by the late Government, but suggest a new 
and summary method of closing the negotiations, by demanding that the Canadian 
‘Government should, by a payment in cash or bonds, ‘“ complete the purchase of the terri- 
tory at once.” No sum is mentioned, and no data given from which it can be inferred. 
Under these circumstances, we are asked, as representatives of the Canadian Government, 
+o communicate to Earl Granville any observations we may wish to offer on this reply and 
proposition of the Company. 

His Lordship will readily perceive from the foregoing recital, that, as representatives 
of the Canadian Government, we are in the position of spectators of a negotiation, begun 
and carried on upon principles and under conditions to which we are strangers, rather than 
that of assenting principals, responsible for its initiation, and bound by its results. 

Without undertaking, therefore, that our views on every point will be approved by 
the Canadian Government, we proceed most respectfully to offer a few observations on Sir 
Stafford Northcote’s reply to the recent proposals of the Imperial Government. 

It will be observed that two things are assumed in these proposals to the Company, 
which the Canadian Government have always disputed. 

Ist. That the charter of Charles II. is still valid, and grants the right of soil, or 
freehold, of Rupert’s Land to the Company. 

2nd. That Rupert’s Land includes the so-called “Fertile Belt,” extending from the 
Lake of the Woods to the Rocky Mountains. 

The law officers of the Crown in England have, on two or three occasions, given their 
opinion in favour of the first assumption, but never, so far as we are aware, in favour of 
the second. The report of the law officers in 1857 admits that the geographical extent of 
the territory granted must be determined by excluding the country that “could have been - 
rightfully claimed by the French as falling within the boundaries of Canada” (which the 
charter itself excludes by express words), and states that ‘the assertion of ownership on 
important public occasions, as at the treaties of Ryswick and Utrecht,” should be consi- 
dered ; and also “ the effect of the Acts of 1774 and 1791.” The most recent opinion of 
the law officers of the Crown which we have seen (January 6th 1868), as to the rights of 
the Hudson’s Bay Company, does not even by implication support their present claim to 
the fee simple of nearly one-third of the American continent. On the contrary, Sir John 
Karslake and his colleagues conclude their repogt with the emphatic statement that it is 
“very necessary, before any union of Rupert’s Land with Canada is effected, that the 
true limits of the territory and possessions held under the charter should be accurately 
defined.” An assumption, therefore, which covers so much ground, and is unsupported 
by any competent legal authority ; which ignores the repeated protests and claims of 
Canada ; and seeks to supply a basis upon which a surrender for valuable consideration 
may be made,—is, to say the least, a most favourable assumption for the Company. We 
notice these points in Mr. Adderley’s letter before remarking on Sir Stafford Northcote’s 
reply, to prevent the possible inference that we have acquiesced in them. 

Sir Stafford Northcote assures Lord Granville that the Company “ continues sincerely 
anxious to promote the object with a view to which the Company was reconstructed five 
and a-half years ago, viz., the gradual settlement of such portions of their territory as 
admit of colonization.” It would be tedious to quote the numerous and positive averments 
by members and governors of the Hudson’s Bay Company, in the course of official inquiries 
during the last fifty years, that their territories (in which they included the Red River 
and the Saskatchewan districts) are totally unfit for colonization. The evidence of Sir 
George Simpson before the House of Commons Committee of 1857, is a fair sample of 
the views heretofore entertained and avowed by the representatives of the Company. 
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Vide Commons Report, 1857 ; Questions 416, 717,718; 719, ete.) Mr. Ellice, for many 
years the ruling spirit of the Company, declared before the same Committee that the Red 
River settlement was an “ unwise speculation,” and “had failed ;” that “ the climate is 
not favourable ;” that the Saskatchewan is a country capable of settlement only when 
“the population of America becomes so dense that they are forced into situations less fit 
for settlement than those they occupy now ;” that the winters are “ rigorous,” and the 
country badly off for “fuel,” ete. (Questions 5840 and 5847.) 

With such views of the unfitness of the country for settlement, and avowing their belief 
that colonization and the fur trade could not exist together, it is not surprising that the 
Company have always cherished the latter, which was profitable, and discouraged, and, as 
far as possible, prevented the former, which had proved an “unwise speculation.” It is 
true that the Company was “‘re-constructed ” in 1863, with loud promises of a new policy, 
A great road across the continent was to be made, a telegraph line was to be put up, and 
emigration and colonization developed on a large scale. The Duke of N eweastle, then 
Secretary of State for the Colonies, was so much impressed by the zeal and public spirit of 
the gentlemen who effected the reconstruction, that he wrote despatches to the Canadian 
Government on their behalf, and evidently believed that a new era was about to open in 
the North-West, and the wild animals. and fur traders retreat before the march of 
“European” settlers. The stock of the old Company, worth in the market about. 
£1,000,000, was bought up, and by some process which we are unable to describe, became 
£2,000,000. .A show of anxiety to open postal and telegraphic communication was made, 
and ‘heads of proposals” were submitted to the Governments of Canada and British 
Columbia, which on examination were found to embrace a line of telegraph only, with the 
modest suggestion that the two Governments should guarantee the company a profit of 
not less than 4 per cent. on their expenditure! A proposal so absurd could only have 
been made to be rejected, and it was rejected accordingly. The surplus capital of the 
reconstructed Company, which was called up for the avowed purpose of opening their 
territories to ‘ European colonization, under a liberal and systematic scheme of land 
settlement,” has never been applied to that purpose. Five and a half years have passed 
since the grand scheme was announced to the world, but no European emigrants have 
been sent out, no attempts to colonize have been made. Sir Stafford Northcote was not. 
. probably aware, when he vouched for the bona fides of the Hudson’s Bay Company as 
promoters of colonization, that a solemn vote of the shareholders was taken in the month 
of November, 1866, which condemned and rejected the policy of colonization, absolutely 
and definitively. 

While unable, for the reasons stated, to concur in Sir Stafford Northcote’s assurance 
that the Hudson’s Bay Company are anxious to promote colonization, we are gratified to 
learn that they “adhere” to the resolution of 28th August, 1863, that the time has come 
when it is expedient that “the authority executive and judicial over the Red River Settle- 
ment and the south-western portion of Rupert’s Land, should be vested in officers deriving 
such authority directly from the Crown,’ 

The first remark we have to make upon this reference to the resolution of 1863 is,. 
that it admits the continued incapacity of the Company as a governing power ; the second, 
that if this was true in 1863,—if at that time it had become expedient to substitute the 
authority of the Crown for that of the Company,—it is much more expedient if not: 
absolutely necessary, now ; and third, that if the Company are to be relieved of the duty 
and cost of government which their charter imposes, and which they admit they do not 
and cannot properly discharge, compensation should be made, not to the Company, as is: 
claimed, but by the Company to those who take the burden off their shoulders. 

We confess we have failed to discover any evidence, and therefore cannot believe,, 
that the Company have “ cheerfully ” accepted the decision of Her Majesty’s Government, 
‘that the whole of the Company’s territory should, under proper conditions, be united. 
with Canada.” A brief notice of the acts, in contrast with the professions of the Com- 
pany, will, we think, account for the ill success of our researches and justify our: 
incredulity. 

The representatives of the Company, while declaring before the House of Commons. 
Committee in 1857 (as we have already shown) that their territories were “unfit for 
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settlement,” professed their readiness to surrender any portion of them that might be 
desired by the Imperial or Canadian Government for that purpose. 

Mr. Ellice declared in the most unqualified terms, not only that the Company was 
willing to surrender, but that it was the duty of the Government to see that no mere 
trading corporation obstructed ‘‘for one moment,” nor to the extent of “ one acre of land 
fit for settlement,” the “dominion of the actual settlers.” (Commons Report, | 857 ; 
questions 5859, 5860 and 5933.) 

The Governor of the Company informed the Colonial Secretary (18th July, 1857,) 
that an inquiry into the “ geographical extent of the territory granted by their charter,” 
which the law officers had recommended, was of little importance, because, if the object 
of the inquiry was “to obtain for Canada land fit for cultivation and the establishment of 
agricultural settlers, the Directors are already prepared to recommend to the shareholders 
of the Company to cede any lands which may be required for that purpose. The terms of 
such cession,” he assured Mr. Labouchere, “would be a matter of no difficulty between 
Her Majesty’s Government and the Company.” 

Mr. Ellice had previously told the House of Commons Committee, that the question 
of boundary was ‘‘of no importance at all,” because “if the Province of Canada requires 
any part of the territory, or the whole of it for purposes of settlement, it ought not to be 
permitted for one moment to remain in the hands of the Hudson’s Bay Company.” He added 
that “less money than would be spent in a litigation upon the subject would be sufficient 
to indemnify the Hudson’s Bay Company for any claim which they could have on giving 
up any disputed part of their territory.” 

These assurances induced the Committee to negative propositions for ascertaining by 
a judicial inquiry the validity of the charter, or the position of boundaries, and to report 
in favour of annexing to Canada “such portion of the land in her neighbourhood as may 
be available to her for the purposes of settlement, with which she is willing to open and 
maintain communication, and for which she will provide the means of local administra- 
tion.” The Committee “trusted ” that there would be ‘‘no difficulty in effecting arrange- 
ments as between Her Majesty’s Government and the Hudson’s Bay Company ” for ceding 
the territory on “equitable principles.” 

It may be proper to remind Earl Granville, that leading members of the Committee 
~ of 1857, taking the offers of the Company on the subject of colonization to mean what the 
language of their representatives imported, strongly opposed the recommendation to leave 
the question open for “ amicable adjustment” upon ‘equitable principles,” with the cer- 
tainty of protracted negotiation and a chance of ultimate disagreement. Mr. Gladstone 
accordingly submitted resolutions for a prompt and definitive settlement of the whole 
question. He proposed— 


lst. “That the country capable of colonization should be withdrawn from the juris- 
diction of the Hudson’s Bay Company.” 

2nd. “That the country incapable of colonization should remain within their juris- 
diction.” 


He proposed that in the country remaining within their jurisdiction power should be 
reserved to Her Majesty’s Government to make grants ‘for the purposes of mines and 
fisheries, but with due regard to the immunities and trade of the Company.” No “im- 
munities” were even suggested with respect to the country which was to be withdrawn 
for colonization. He proposed to ignore the charter, by declaring that the jurisdiction of 
the Company “should rest henceforth upon the basis of Statute.” He quoted the 
Governor’s letter above referred to, ‘‘as an expression of the willingness of the Company 
to accept in principle the arrangement” he proposed, and ended with the suggestion that, 
‘Cas the Company had tendered concessions which may prove sufficient to meet the case,” 
no decision seemed necessary as to the question of raising ‘‘a judicial issue with the view 
of ascertaining the legal rights of the Company.” The propositions of Mr. Gladstone were 
only lost in the Committee by the casting vote of the chairman. 

Twelve years have passed since these offers were made by the Company and accepted 
by a committee of Parliament. Every Colonial Secretary, from 1858 to the present mo- 
ment, has attempted to carry out the recommendation of the Committee, with the assent of 
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the Company, but without success. Two Acts of the Imperial Parliament have been passed, 
with provisions to facilitate the arrangement, but are yet without fruit. Sir Edward 
Bulwer Lytton characterized the offers of the Company during his administration as 
“illusory,” and declared that they “by no means met the exigencies of the case.” He 
expressed his regret at a determination on their part which “retains the very difficulty 
in the way of speedy and amicable settlement which he had sought to remove,” and stated 
that if Canada declined to resort to “legal proceedings ” (which he had recommended) “it 
would be his duty to consider whether negotiations with the Company can be resumed or 
whether in the last resort Her Majesty’s Government must take the matter into their 
own hands and proceed on their own account.” (Mr. Merivale’s letter to H. H. Berens, 
9th March, 1859.) Sir Edward remained in office long enough to put an end to the 
Company’s license of exclusive trade in British Columbia and the Indian territories, but 
not long euough to carry out his policy of « connecting the two sides of British North 
America without the obstacle interposed by a proprietary jurisdiction between them.” 

The Duke of Newcastle opened negotiations with the Company, in 1863-4 with much 
vigour. But after various proposals and counter-proposals including the “ reconstruc- 
tion” of the Company, he was obliged to treat their propositions as “inadmissible.” 

Mr. Cardwell, during his administration, could not accept their proposals “ without 
considerable modifications.” 

The Duke of Buckingham, after many discussions with the representatives of the 
Company, regretted to perceive that their proposals “did not afford much prospect of an 
arrangement being come to ;” and in the communication to which the letter of Sir Stafford 
Northcote is a reply, declared himself “unable to recommend the adoption ” of the terms 
demanded by the Company. 

Our notice of what, in Sir Stafford Northcote’s opinion, constitutes a “cheerful ” 
acceptance of the decision of Her Majesty’s Government, would be incomplete, if we did 
not remind Earl Granville that the Company’s “proper conditions” for the surrender of 
that portion of the North-Western Territories, for which they can show no title but such 
as may be derived from the possession of a few trading posts, established there within the 
last fifty years, rose from a question of ‘no importance at all” in 1857, or at most, of 
“less money than would be spent in a litigation on this subject,” (House of Commons 
Report, Question 5834,) to the retention, in 1863, in fee simple, of ha/f the land proposed 
to be surrended, with various other conditions, including a guarantee by the Governments 
of Canada and British Columbia of an annual profit on the Company’s expenditures for 
improvements on their own property! In 1864 these conditions took the form of a 
demand, first, to be paid £1,000,000 sterling from sales of lands and mines, with large 
reservations “to be selected by them,” etc. ; and, secondly, to be paid £1,000,000 sterling 
in cash, with other terms and reservations favourable to the Company. 

In 1868 these conditions for the surrender of territorial and governing rights over 
the whole territory remained at £1,000,000, as in the first proposition of 1864, with large 
reservations of land at “selected” points, specially exempted from taxation, and with full 
liberty to carry on their trade free from the export and import duties to which all other 
subjects of Her Majesty in that country would be exposed. 

In 1869 these various proposals, which no Secretary of State could possibly enter- 
tain, have all been apparently merged in one grand proposition to sell out “the territory at 
once for a sum of money,” in cash or bonds, the amount of which is not stated. 

We content ourselves under this head with the observation, that whatever others 
may be able to see in all these transactions, we are utterly unable to discover either a 
cheerful acceptance of the decision of any government, or an honest disposition to fulfil 
the solemn pledges made to Parliament in 1857, on the faith of which the Company was 
unquestionably saved from judicial or legislative extinction. 

Sir Stafford Northcote claims credit for the Company because they have “ declined 
to encourage overtures which have been made to them by private persons for the purchase 
of portions of the Company’s territory with a view to their colonization.” Our informa- 
tion is (and we can give Earl Granville names and dates, if the point is deemed of any 
importance) that the only “overtures” of the kind mentioned which the Company have 


received, were not merely « encouraged,” but suggested and concocted by prominent mem- 
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bers of the Company, for the purpose of producing an impression on the Government, 
and with a view, not to colonization, but to negotiation and the stock market. 

We are not sure that we understand the statement of Sir Stafford Northcote that 
the Company “ have taken no step which would give rise to fresh complications or place 
any new difficulty in the way of the admission of their territory into the Confederation.” 
The sale of land to private parties for colonization (assuming that bona jide offers have 
been received from such parties) could not give rise to much complication, except in the 
affairs of the Company. If Sir Stafford hints at the negotiations which were lately 
reported to be going on with certain American speculators in London for denationalizing 
and Americanizing the Company with a view to the “admission of their territory” into the 
United States, instead of the Confederation, we respectfully submit that while such a 
difficulty might indeed be “new,” the proper person to solve it would be Her Majesty’s 
Attorney-General with the aid of a court and jury of competent jurisdiction. 

We do not understand that Earl Granville expects us to defend in detail the Duke 
of Buckingham’s proposals, or to answer all the objections made to them by Sir Stafford 
Northcote. The Government of Canada, as we have already reminded his Lordship, 
neither suggested the Act of Parliament nor the terms of the negotiation, which the late 
Secretary of State for the Colonies attempted to carry out under its authority. The Cana- 
dian plan of dealing with the question of the North-Western Territory and Rupert’s Land 
is set forth in the address of the Canadian Parliament to Her Most Gracious Maj esty, and we 
do not feel at liberty, as representatives, to suggest any other mode, until we are informed 
by Her Majesty’s Government that the one proposed is deemed impracticable. 

Sir Stafford Northcote’s suggestion that “the payment of a sum of money” for the 
purchase of the territory would conduce to a more satisfactory result, is, we believe, the 
point upon which Earl Granville specially desires to have our views. Assuming that by 
“territory” he means the whole territory to which the Company lay claim, and that they 
are to continue as a trading corporation, retaining their posts, and allotments of land in 
their neighbourhood, as he states was agreed upon by the Duke of Buckingham and Lord 
Kimberley, we have to observe :— 

1. This proposition involves an abandonment of the principle which two Secretaries 
of State (and it must be presumed, two successive administrations), declared, after much 
consideration, and in view of the transactions of 1857, was properly and justly applicable 
to this case, viz.: That the compensation should be derived from the future revenue of 
the territory itself, and payable only as it came into the hands of Government. This 
principle was also accepted by the Company in their communication of 13th April, 1864. 

2. On the other hand, the principle of ascertaining and fixing a money value upon 
the territoral rights of the Company ‘in the British territory east of the Rocky Mountains 
and north of the American and Canadian lines,” and of extinguishing those rights by a 
payment ‘at once,” was suggested, in 1865, by a delegation from the Canadian Govern- 
ment of that day, and assented to by Mr. Cardwell, then Secretary of State for the 
Colonies, and his colleagues. 

If the latter principle and mode of settlement is now to be adopted, it is obvious that 
the first question is, What is the nature of these “rights” and what territories do they 
affect ? and the second, What are the rights, separated from the duties and burdens 
attached to them by the Charter, fairly worth 4 

We shall not attempt to answer these questions fully in the present communication, 
but we venture to submit for Earl Granville’s consideration a few facts and inferences, 
which cannot, we believe, be disputed, and which are essential elements in any calcula- 
tion which may be attempted on the basis of a money purchase. 

1. The Charter of Charles II. (and for the present we raise no question as to its 
validity) could not and did not grant to the Hudson’s Bay Company any territory in 
America which was not then (1670) subject to the Crown of England. 

2. The Charter expressly excluded all lands, etc., then ‘‘ possessed by the subjects of 
any other Christian prince or state.” _ 

3. By the treaty of St. Germain-en-Laye (1632), the King of England resigned to 
the King of France the sovereignty of Acadia, New France and Canada, generally, and 
without limits, 
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4. ‘La Nouvelle France” was then understood to include the whole region of 

Hudson’s Bay, as the maps and histories of the time, English and French, abundantly 
rove. 

: 5. At the treaty of Ryswick (1697), twenty-seven years after the date of the Charter, 
the right of the French to “places situated in Hudson’s Bay ” was distinctly admitted ; 
and although commissioners were appointed (but never came to an agreement) to “‘ examine 
and determine the pretensions which either of the said kings hath to the places situate in 
Hudson’s Bay,” and with “authority for settling the limits and confines of the lands 
to be restored on either side,” the places taken from the English (i.e. from the Hudson’s 


Bay Company) by the French previous to the war, and “retaken by the English during © 


this war, shall be left to the French by virtue of the foregoing (the 7th) article.” In other 
words, the forts and factories of the Hudson’s Bay Company, established in Hudson’s Bay 
under pretence of their Charter and taken possession of by the French in time of peace, 
on the ground that they were an invasion of French territory, were restored, by the Treaty 
of Ryswick, to the French, and not to the Company. 

6. By the Treaty of Utrecht, 1714, “the Bay and Straits of Hudson, together with 
all lands, seas, sea coasts, rivers, and places situate in the Bay and Straits, and which 
belong thereto,” were finally ceded to Great Britain. 

7."As no definite boundary was ever established between the possessions of the 
French in the interior and the English at Hudson’s Bay, down to the Treaty of Paris, 
1763, when the whole of Canada was ceded to Great Britain, the extent of the actual 
possession by the two nations for some period, say from the Treaty of Utrecht to the 
Treaty of Paris, affords the only rational and true basis for ascertaining that boundary. 

8. The evidence is abundant and conclusive to prove that the French traded over 
and possessed the whole of the country known as the Winnipeg Basin and “ Fertile Belt,” 
from its discovery by Europeans down to the Treaty of Paris, and that the Hudson’s Bay 
Company neither traded nor established posts to the south or west of Lake Winnipeg, 
until many years after the cession of Canada to England. 

9. No other or subsequent grant to the Company was ever made which could possibly 
extend their territorial rights under their Charter. The license to trade in the Indian 
territories, which they obtained in 1821, was revoked in 1858, and has not been renewed. 

10. The country which, in view of these facts, must be excluded from the operation 
.of the Charter, includes all the lands fit for cultivation and settlement in that part of 
British America. 

It will be for Earl Granville to consider whether this Company is entitled to demand 
any payment whatever for surrendering to the Crown that which already belongs to it. 
We confess our utter inability, upon any principle of law, or Justice, or public policy, with 
which we are acquainted, to estimate the amount which ought to be paid under such cir- 
cumstances. The only basis of computation we can discover, applicable to such a case, is 
_ the cost of the legal proceedings necessary, if any be necessary, to recover possession. A 

person has taken possession of a part of your domain under the pretence that it is included 
in a deed which you gave him for some adjoining property before you purchased the 
domain.. You want to get rid of him, but will be compelled to bring an action. He is 
artful, stubborn, wealthy and influential. He will be able to worry you with a tedious 
litigation. How many acres will you allow him to “reserve,” and how much will you pay 
to save yourself the cost and trouble of a law suit? Compromises of this kind are not 
unknown in private life, and the motives and calculations which govern them may be 
applicable to the present case. Werecommend this mode of computing the amount of the 
payment to be made for the surrender of the North-West Territory, as distinguished from 
Rupert’s Land, with all the more confidence, because it has already been suggested by one 
of the ablest and most trusted of the representatives of the Company. (Vide evidence of 
Right Honourable E. Ellice, House of Commons Report, 1857, question 5834.) 

With respect to Rupert’s Land, or the “lands and territories,” “ upon the coasts and 
confines of the seas, bays,” etc., “that lie within the entrance of the straits commonly 
called Hudson’s Straits,” “ not possessed by the subjects of any other Christian prince or 
state,” a different rule, we admit, may be held to apply. Giving to the words of grant 
the widest construction, territorially, that could possibly be admitted by any judicial body 
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with the facts of the case in evidence before it, or, giving to these words the construction 
which the Company themselves applied for a hundred years from the date of their Charter, 
the “rights” they propose to sell are of little commercial value. No revenue, we feel 
assured, will ever be derived from them. The fur trade is the only industry the country 
offers as a source of profit, and this, if we rightly understand Sir Stafford Northcote’s sug- 
gestion, the Company wish to retain. 

It has never been alleged, even by the most sanguine advocates of the new theory of 
the Company respecting land sales, that any revenue can be derived from that source 
within the limits which we have assigned to Rupert’s Land. The cost of government, 
there, inconsiderable though it may be, will always exceed any possible revenue. Weare 
_ thus led to the same conclusion as in the case of the territory claimed, but not owned, by 

the Company, viz., that what they propose to sell has no pecuniary or commercial value. 
They are there, however, by at least a show of right. Being there, they obstruct the 
progress of Imperial and Colonial policy, and put in jeopardy the sovereign rights of the 
Crown over one-third (and as some think, even a larger portion) of the North American 
Continent. ‘“ What is it worth to have this obstruction quietly removed?” This is 
perhaps, the true question ; but the answer, we submit, belongs rather to Her Majesty’s 
Government—which has the power, in the event of resistance, to remove the evil by a 
summary process—than to those who are little more than spectators of the negotiation. 

Earl Granville is aware that several attempts have been made since 1857 to arrive at 
a definite agreement on the subject of compensation.’ The suggestions and proposals on 
each side, together with the actual market value of the Company’s stock at different 
periods, supply data which his Lordship may deem of importance ; and we therefore 
respectfully submit our views as to the conclusions which may be deduced from them. 

The first attempt of the Imperial Government to estimate, and express in pounds 
sterling, the compensation which it would be reasonable to offer to the Company, was 
made by the Duke of Newcastle in 1864. The greatest sum which, after “very grave 
consideration,” his Grace felt himself able to propose for the surrender of the country 
west of Lake Winnipeg was £250,000. But the payment was subject to the following 
conditions :— 

1, £150,000 was to be derived from the sale of lands by the Government within the 
territory. The payment was to be made at the rate of 1s. per acre sold, but to be entirely 
dependent on the Government receipts. 

2. Payments were to cease whenever they reached £150,000 ; and absolutely at the 
end of fifty years. 

3. The company was to be paid one-fourth of the sum received by the Government 
for export duty on gold or for mining licenses or leases for gold-mining in the territory, 
for fifty years, or until the aggregate amounted to £100,000. 

4, The payment of any part of the £250,000 was contingent on the ability of the 
Company to place Her Majesty’s Government in possession of an “indisputable title” to 
the territory ceded by them as against the claims of Canada. 

The last condition was objected to by the Company on the ground that they could 
only give such title as they had, which they contended “must be taken for better for 
worse.” The Duke of Newcastle renewed his offer, modifying the last condition into a 
stipulation that, in case it should be found advisable, the territory eastward of a line 
passing through Lake Winnipeg and Lake of the Woods, might be ceded or annexed to 
Canada, in which case nothing would be payable to the Company in respect of that 
territory. 

The present value in cash of such an offer, subject to the conditions and contingencies 
specified, would be very difficult to ascertain. The revenue from export duty on gold and 
for licenses would probably be nal. The revenue from land sales, if the cost of surveys, 
management, and necessary roads were deducted, would be nil also. It is very doubtful 
whether, if these deductions be made, the revenue from land sales in the Provinces of 
Canada, from the cession in 1763 to the present time, would show a surplus. 

Sir Stafford Northcote quotes the price of land in Minnesota, and thence infers the 
value of lands in the Red River and Saskatchewan districts, which lie from five to ten 
degrees further north and are still in the possession of the wild Indians of the plain. But 
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we think it will be found that the lands in Minnesota, which sell for “one pound per acre,” 
are either private lands in the neighbourhood of towns, or the property of railway com- 
panies, on or near which millions of dollars have been expended to make them saleable. 


Ce a 


They are certainly not public lands unimproved by public expenditure. Sir Stafford ought 


to have mentioned at the same time a fact, which we believe js known to every emigrant 
who leaves the British Isles for America, that, in the Western States of the Union, and 
in the Provinces of Canada, wild lands are now given to settlers as “free grants,” and we 
may add, this policy is more likely to be extended than reversed. To talk of the value of 
public lands as a source of revenue, distant from one to two thousand miles from available 

. markets, and without roads or navigable waters by which to approach them, is to con- 
tradict all experience, or to assume that the cost of surveys and management, and of 
canals, roads, and other improvements for their development and settlement, will be 
supplied by those who do not own them for the benefit of those who do. 

But in order to arrive at some result that can be expressed in figures, we will assume 
that the sum ascertained by the Duke of Newcastle to be a sufficient “compensation ” 
would under his proposition, have been paid within fifty years, and at an average rate per 
annum. We thus give the Company the benefit of all the doubts in the case, and reduce 
the question to a simple problem in arithmetic: What is the present value of an annuity 
of £5,000 per annum for fifty years } 

That value, we submit, is the highest amount in cash which can be claimed as an 
equivalent for the offer made to the Company in 1864, by his Grace the Duke of 
Newcastle. 

The next offer of the Imperial Government which mentions a specific sum, is that 
made by his Grace the Duke of Buckingham and Chandos, on the 1st December last. 
It differs from the previous offer in several important particulars. - 

1. It embraces the whole of the territory claimed by the Company. 

2. It proposes to allow the Company to retain their “« posts” and certain allotments 
of land in their vicinity, with a small reservation in each township as it is surveyed. 

3. It proposes to allow the Company one quarter of the receipts from land (free 
grants being treated as sales at ls. per acre), and one quarter of the sum received by 
Government as an export duty for gold and silver. 

4. It limits the amount to be received under these heads conjointly at £1,000,000 
sterling, 

The other stipulations are unimportant for the purpose of ascertaining the cash equi- 
valent of the proposition. 

It is evident that the “unknown quantities” in this equation are as difficult to find 
as in the first. We know the total sum to be paid, and the proportion of the receipts 
from lands and mines applicable for its payment; but we do not know the average 
annual sum likely to be realized from their gale. The minimum price is fixed at 1s. per 
acre, and it is doubtful, if under the proposed arrangement, the price would ever be found 
to exceed that sum. There is one term still to be ascertaind—the average number of 
acres per annum likely to be sold and granted. A crude guess is all that the case 
admits of. If we take Upper Canada, possessing many advantages for early and rapid 
settlement of which, unfortunately, the remote territories of the N orth-West are 
deprived, we find that from its erection into a separate province, down to 1868, about 
twenty-two millions of acres had been disposed of by sale and grant, or an average of about 
286,000 acres per annum. 

Assuming that the same rate of sale, etc., is maintained in the North-West Terrri- 
tories (which all the old Hudgon’s Bay authorities who know the country, would pro- 
nounce a bold assumption), we have reduced the question to a simple reference to the 
annuity tables as before, viz., What is the present value of an annuity of £3,575 per 
annum for 280* years } 

We have omitted from the last term the one-fourth of the Government receipts from 
gold and silver, for two reasons, Ist, It has not been shown that there are any gold or 
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silver mines in the territory that will pay for working. 2nd, All the attempts hereto- 
fore made to obtain a revenue from such sources, in Canada, have failed, and public 
opinion has forced the local Governments to adopt the policy of what may be called “free 
mining,” or cheap lands for the miners, and abolition of royalties and imposts, except to 
meet the cost of preserving the peace, and of surveys and necessary supervision. 

There is another proposition on the Government side which bears on the question 
of “compensation.” It results from the agreement between the representatives of the 
Government of Canada and Her Majesty’s Government in 1865, and containing fewer 
elements of uncertainty than propositions which involve questions of Government policy, 
emigration, land sales, etc., it can be reduced to a cash value with greater exactitude. 

Mr. Cardwell describes the agreement as follows :—‘ On the fourth point the sub- 
ject of the North-Western Territory, the Canadian Ministers desired that that territory 
should be made over to Canada, and undertook to negotiate with the Hudson’s Bay 
Company for the termination of their rights, on condition that the indemnity, if any, 
should be paid by a loan to be raised in Canada under the Imperial guarantee. With 
the sanction of the Cabinet, we assented to this proposal—undertaking, that if the 
negotiation should be successful, we, on the part of the Crown, being satisfied that the 
amount of the indemnity was reasonable, and the security sufficient, would apply to 
the Imperial Parliament to sanction the agreement, and to guarantee the amount.” 

The Canadian delegates reported on the subject with a little more detail. ‘We ac- 
‘cordingly proposed to the Imperial Ministers that the whole British territory east of 
the Rocky Mountains and north of the American or Canadian lines should be made 
over to Canada, subject to such rights as the Hudson’s Bay Company might be able to 
establish, and that the compensation to that Company (if any were found to be due) 
should be met by a loan guaranteed by Great Britain. The Imperial Government con- 
sented to this, and a careful investigation of the case satisfies us that the compensation 
to the Hudson’s Bay Company cannot, under any circumstances, be onerous. It is but 
two years since the present Hudson’s Bay Company purchased the entire property of 
the old Company ; they paid £1,500,000 for the entire property and assets, in which 
were included a large sum of cash on hand, large landed properties in British Colum- 
bia and elsewhere, not included in our arrangement, a very large claim against the 
United States Government under the Oregon treaty ; and ships, goods, pelts, and _ busi- 
ness premises in England and Canada, valued at £1,023,569. The value of the terri- 
torial rights of the Company, therefore, in the estimation of the Company itself, will be 
easily arrived at.” 

The principle which this agreement between the two Governments recognizes as 
applicable to the case, appears to be compensation in money for the ascertained rights of 
the Company, after deducting the value of the property retained by them. The words “if 
any,” and “if any were found to be due” import that, in the opinion of both parties, it 
was possible if not probable that, after making the deductions, no compensation would 
be “due.” 

The basis of the calculation which seems to have been made, or agreed upon, is very 
simple. The old Hudson’s Bay Company had recently sold all the rights and property of 
the Company of every description for the sum of £1,500,000. An inventory, agreed to 
by both sellers and purchasers, set down the assets, exclusive of “Territorial Rights,” as 
follows :— 


1. The assets (exclusive of Nos. 2 and 3) of the Hudson’s Bay 
Company, recently and specially valued by competent 


PR LOUS., b's teem mO Non ate Seca tite Aan c Reediie aden ort eke tate acc £1,023,569 
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£1,393,569 


On the face of their own statement, £1,500,000, less the above sum, or £106,431, was 
the amount which the new purchasers actually paid for the “landed territory.” Under 
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the agreement of 1865 this seems to be the highest sum which Mr. Cardwell and the — 
representatives of the Canadian Government thought could in any event be demanded by ~ 
the Company, as indemnity or compensation for the surrender of the rights they “would — 


be able to establish.” 
We have thus attempted to convert into their equivalents in cash the two offers 
made to the Company since 1857 by the Imperial Government; and to ascertain the 


amonnt of the indemnity contemplated by Mr. Cardwell and the Canadian delegates in — 
he arrangements of 1865. To arrive at any result, we have had to assume figures ; 


which, according to our experience, the facts of a new country will be more likely to 
reduce than to increase. We have also omitted conditions either implied or expressed 
in the proposals of 1864 and 1868, which we believe would have imposed considerable 
expense npon the Company. 


There is another mode of estimating the amount to be paid, on the principle of © 


compensating for actual loss only, which remains to be considered. 

The stock of the Company has for some time been quoted at an average of 133. The 
capital is, nominally, £2,000,000, and the shares £20,—the value of the stock, therefore, 
in cash, assuming that the whole of it could be sold at the market rate, is £1,350,000, or 
£43,569 less than the value, according to their own estimate, in 1863, of the Company’s 
assets, exclusive of the “landed territory.” The money obtained from the public for 
shares, beyond the £1,500,000 paid to the old shareholders, will no doubt be amply 
sufficient to make good any deficiency in the valuation of 1863. 

From a consideration of these data we submit, that, if the validity of the Charter is 
not now to be questioned ; if the territorial extent of the country affected by it is not to 


be defined ; if the claim of Canada to include, within her boundaries, a large portion, if — 


not the whole, of the country occupied by the French at the time of the cession in 1763, 
is not to be investigated, and finally determined ; if the admitted incapacity and the 


notorious neglect of the Company to perform the duties of government (which were part 


of the consideration for the rights conceded by the Charter), are not to be taken as sufti- 


cient, on public grounds, to justify cancellation and re-entry by the Crown,—then the very s 


highest indemnity which ought to be paid, in cash, for a surrender of the territorial claims 
of the Company, with the reservations and other privileges offered by his Grace the Duke 
of Buckingham and Chandos, is the sum indicated by the foregoing computations. 

We must, in conclusion, express to Earl Granville our strong conviction that no 
money offer, which either the Imperial or the Canadian Government would deem reasonable, 
will be accepted by the Company, and that, to delay the organization of constitutional 
Government in the North-West Territory until the Hudson’s Bay Company consent to 
reasonable terms of surrender, is to hinder the success of Confederation in British America, 
and to imperil the interests and authority of the British Crown in the territories now 
occupied by the Company. 

We therefore respectfully submit for Earl Granville’s consideration, whether it is not 
expedient that the Address of the Canadian Parliament be at once acted upon, under the 
authority of the Imperial Act of 1867. 

But, if his Lordship should see any sufficient legal or other objection to that course, 
then we ask, on behalf of the Dominion Government, for the immediate transfer to that 
Government of the “ North-West Territory,” or all that part of British North America, 
from Canada on the east, to British Columbia, Alaska, and the Arctic Ocean, on the west 
and north, not heretofore validly granted to and now held by “The Governor and 
Company of Adventurers of England trading into Hudson’s Bay,” by virtue of a Charter 
of King Charles II., issued about the year 1670. 


We have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servants, 


Geo. Er. Carrier. 
Wm. McDovgatt. 
Sir Frederic Rogers, Bart., 
etc., etc, etc, 
Colonial Office. 
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CORRESPONDENCE RESPECTING COUNTER PROPOSALS OF CAN, DELEGATES, Ney é 


THE UNDER-SECRETARY TO THE GOVERNOR OF THE Hupson’s Bay Company.* 


DowninG STREET, 
22nd February, 1869. 


Srr,—I am directed by Earl Granville to enclose, for the information of the Directors 
of the Hudson’s Bay Company, the copy of a letter which his Lordship has received from 
Sir G. Cartier and Mr. McDougall. As the greater part of that letter relates to matters 
on which the Company and the colony cannot be expected to agree, and on which Her 
Majesty’s Government has no authority to decide their differences, Lord Granville has felt 
some doubt whether the settlement of the question would be advanced by forwarding this 
letter. He considers it, however, necessary to do so ; and in doing so, to explain clearly 
the position which he considers himself to occupy. 

It appears that his Lordship’s predecessor entertained the hope that he would be able 
to arrange the terms of a compromise, under which, with consent of both parties, the 
sovereignty of the Hudson’s Bay Company’s Territory would be transferred to the 
Dominion of Canada. 

With this view his Grace made to the Company a proposal, respecting which Sir G. 
Cartier and Mr. McDougall write as follows :— 

“The proposals submitted to the Company by the late Government in the letter of 
Mr. Adderley of the lst December last, were not made at our suggestion, although we 
were disposed to think (and so informed his Grace) that if the Company accepted them 
the Canadian Parliament might be persuaded to undertake the duties of legislation and 
government in the territories on the conditions specified.” 

Your letter of the 13th inst. may be considered as a rejection of those proposals, and 
as thus terminating the negotiations instituted by the Duke of Buckingham and Chandos. 
But in your letter you propose that the matter should be settled by the immediate payment 
of a fixed sum of money, or by the delivery of bonds, and you express yourself prepared 
to enter into further communication with Lord Granville on this subject. 

It is of course obvious that this negotiation for the purchase of the Hudson’s Bay 
Company’s territory is really between the seller and the buyer, the Company and the 
colony, and Lord Granville is of opinion that if the negotiation is revived on this or any 
other basis, Her Majesty’s Government, can, at present, do no good by assuming to frame 
or suggest terms of accommodation ; but can merely offer to act as a channel of commu- 
nication between these two real parties to the transaction, using its best endeavours to 
remove any difficulties not inherent in the nature of the case. 

Acting on this view, Lord Granville communicated to Sir G. Cartier and Mr. 
McDongall a copy of your letter of the 13th. The enclosure to this letter is the answer 
which he has received. 

The material sentences, for the present purpose, are those with which the letter 
‘concludes. 

You will observe that the representatives of the colony state the principles on which 
they consider the cost of the territory should be calculated, indicating the opinion that the 
sum of £106,431 is the highest which could on any hypothesis properly be demanded by 
the Company ; and express their strong conviction that no money offer, which either the 
Imperial or Canadian Government would deem reasonable would be accepted by the 
Company. Assuming this to be the case, they ask on the part of the Dominion Govern- 
ment either the immediate transfer of the sovereignty of the whole terrritory, subject to 
the rights of the Company, or a transfer of the sovereignty and property of all the 
éerritory not heretofore validly granted to, and now held by the Company under its Charter. 

Under these circumstances, Earl Granville directs me to communicate to you the 
enclosed letter, which taken in connection with previous correspondence, appears to him 
to leave little present hope of bringing matters to a settlement by way of compensation. 
If the Directors of the Company should still think any such arrangement possible, his 
Lordship will of course be prepared to transmit to the Canadian representatives any 
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modified proposal on the part of the Company. Failing this, he thinks it proper to invite: 
from the Directors, not any argument respecting the true nature and extent of the: 


Company’s claims from which, as not being before a court of law, he could anticipate no: 


result, but a statement of any objections they may have, whether of principle or detail 
to the two counter proposals now made by Sir G. Cartier and Mr. McDougall on behalf of 
the Canadian Dominion. 


And it might not be immaterial to add what course the Company would propose to- 


take, for securing that life and property are adequately protected, and international 


obligations duly performed in their territory, so long as they remain responsible for its. 


government. 
Tam, Sir, your most obedient Servant, 


. Freperic Rocers. 
The Right Honourable Sir Stafford N orthcote, M.P. 


THE GovERNOR OF THE Hupsgon’s Bay CoMPANY TO THE UNDER-SECRETARY.* 


Hupson’s Bay Housz, 
3 Lonvon, February 26th, 1869. 


Sir,—I have the honour to acknowledge your letter of the 22nd inst., transmitting, 
by Earl Granville’s direction, a copy of a letter addressed to his Lordship by Sir George: 
Cartier and Mr. McDougall, on the subject of my letter to yourself, dated the 13th ultimo. 

The Committee of the Hudson’s Bay Company understand from your letter, that it. 
is not Earl Granville’s wish that they should enter into a discussion of the communication. 
from the Canadian delegates, and they therefore refrain from making any comments upon: 
its tone or criticising and correcting its assertions. If there are any of those assertions. 
to which Earl Granville himself attaches weight, the Committee will gladly, on their being- 
pointed out to them, offer such observations upon them as may appear to be necessary. 

As regards the manner in which the Canadian delegates treat the suggestions contained 
in my letter of the 13th ultimo,—that the Canadian Government should complete the- 
purchase of the Company’s territory at once, by the payment of a sum of money or by 
the delivery of bonds,—the Committee desire me to observe that they might have had 
some difficulty in gathering, from the terms in which the delegates express themselves, 
whether they were or were not prepared to entertain that suggestion, and to open a 
negotiation with this Company. But as Earl Granville, who has had personal communi- 
cation with the delegates, is of opinion that their letter, taken in connection with previous 
correspondence, leaves little present hope of bringing matters to a settlement by way of 
compensation, the Committee are forced to adopt the conclusion that it is intended as a. 
virtual refusal on the part of the delegates to entertain the question in a serious spirit. 

Should Earl Granville at any time come to the conclusion that it is desirable that the- 
Committee should renew the offer of fully communicating with him on the subject of a 
money sale which they made in my letter of J anuary 13th, they will hold themselves. 
prepared to do so. For the present, and in accordance with what they gather to be his. 
Lordship’s views, they consider this matter at an end. 

It becomes my duty, then, to answer Earl Granville’s questions, (1) Whether the 
Committee have any objections, either of principle or of detail, to make to the “counter 
proposals” of Sir G. Cartier and Mr. McDougall, and (2) What course the Company 
would propose to take for securing that life and property are adequately protected, andi 
international] obligations duly performed in their territory, so long as they remain respon-- 
sible for its government. 
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With regard to the first of the two counter-proposals, viz., that the sovereignty of the 
whole of the territory in question should be immediately transferred to the Dominion 
Government “ subject to the rights of the Company,” the Committee desire to ask whether 
it is intended that the rights of the Company should be ascertained and defined before 
the transfer takes place, or after it. If the former be Earl Granville’s intention, the 
Committee have no kind of objection to offer to the proposal ; but if it be meant that the 
transfer should take place first, and that the rights of the Company should then be made 
the subject of litigation in Canada, with a right of appeal to the courts of this country, 
I must remark that such a course is likely to lead to much inconvenience, expense and 
annoyance to all parties concerned, as well as to prove detrimental to the interests of the 
settlement itself by the prolongation of an irritating and disturbing controversy. As 
regards the injustice to this Company involved in such a proposal, I beg leave to refer 
Earl Granville to Sir E. Head’s letter of the 25th January, 1868, to the Duke of Buck- 
ingham and Chandos, in which a similar proposal is very ably discussed, and to which, 
and to the extracts from speeches delivered in the Canadian Parliament which it encloses, 
the Committee desire to invite Earl Granville’s particular attention. 

The second counter-proposal is for a transfer to the Dominion Government of both 
the sovereignty and the property of ‘‘all the territory not heretofore validly granted to, 
and now properly held by the Company under its Charter.” Upon this proposal also the 
Committee desire respectfully to ask whether the limits of the territory so to be transferred 
are to be distinctly set out in the instrument of transfer, so that there may be no room 
for disputes as to the limits of the respective jurisdictions. Even with the utmost care 
in this respect, the Committee cannot but feel apprehensive that difficulties will arise in 
dealings with the Indians and with the various classes of hunters and traders frequenting 
those distant regions, if two different systems of administration are introduced into those 
portions of the extreme North-Western Territory which would be effected by the proposed 
transfer, especially as the great distance of that territory from Canada, and the difficulty 
of the communications, will render its administration by the Dominion Government very 
troublesome. Should, however, Her Majesty’s Government decide on this measure, the 
Committee will do all in their power to arrive at a good understanding with the Dominion 
Government as to the details of the arrangements which should be made in the two 
portions of the now united territory, and to facilitate the establishment of a strong 
administrative system in both. 

As regards any transfer of the sovereignty without a distinct definition of the limits 
to be assigned to it, and by virtue merely of vague general words, the Committee feel 
that they need not point to Earl Granville that such a step would not only be open to the 
objections which I have already mentioned in the case of the former counter-proposal, but 
to the further, and very serious one that it must lead to constant conflicts of authority 
and to frequent political embarrassments. The Company can hardly be expected to 
provide for the security of life and property, and the due performance of international 
obligations if their boundary is left unsettled, and their title to important parts of their 
territory unrecognized. It is probably unnecessary for me to pursue this argument at any 
length. 

z I have now to advert to the last question put by Earl Granville,—that relating to the 
course which the Company would propose to take for the government of their territory, 
so long as they remain responsible for it. 

The Committee desire me, in the first place, to remind his Lordship that they have 
no authority to give a pledge on the part of the shareholders of the Company, and that 
they can only undertake to submit certain proposals to them, and to use their own influence 
to secure their adoption. Subject to this reservation, the Committee are prepared to enter 
at once into communication with Earl Granville, as to the measures which should be 
adopted for the purpose to which he adverts. As his Lordship is aware, a resolution was 
agreed to by this Committee, as long ago as in August, 1863, to the effects that in the 
opinion of the Directors it was expedient that the authority, executive and judicial, over 
Red River settlement and the south-western portion of Rupert’s Land, should be vested 
in officers deriving such authority directly from the Crown, and exercising it in the name 
of Her Majesty. In adopting this resolution, the Committee intended to indicate their 
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desire for the establishment of a Crown colony in this portion of their territory. They 
still believe that this would be the most satisfactory plan that could be pursued, and they 
are prepared to discuss it with Her Majesty’s Government, if they are encouraged to do so. 

I am to state that the Committee would be willing either to advise the surrender of 
such proportion of the Company’s proprietary rights as might be found to be a fair equiva- 
lent for the charge which the establishment of a Crown colony would throw upon the 
Imperial Exchequer, or to recommend the Company, retaining its proprietary rights, to 
take upon itself the whole of the pecuniary burden. The Committee are satisfied that a 
territory, which in the present undeveloped state of its communications supports a trade 
of the annual value of more than £400,000, and which possesses a large amount of highly 
fertile soil requiring no great expenditure for its clearance and cultivation, is perfectly 
capable of supporting the expense of any government that it may be required to maintain ; 
and they have little doubt that if the state of the case were fairly laid before the share- 
holders, and if the moral support of the Imperial Government were distinctly assured to 
them, the necessary funds would readily be forthcoming. 

Of course, if Her Majesty’s Government should be of opinion that the great objects 
in view could be equally well attained by the exercise of the powers actually possessed by, 
or which might be granted to the Company, and should consider that it would be prefer- 
able to adopt this method of government rather than to erect the territory into a Crown 
colony, the Committee would at once fallin with such a suggestion, and would request 
Earl Granville to state to them what establishment would, in the opinionof Her Majesty’s 
Government, be sufficient to meet the necessities of the case. 

It can hardly be necessary for me to add that, in the event of such an arrangement 
being made, the Company would rely upon the cordial co-operation of the Government in 
submitting any needful measure to Parliament, and in protecting the settlement from any 
trespass or interference on the part of Canada. 

Tn conclusion I am to observe that it is on many accounts important that the Directors 
of this Company should soon communicate to the shareholders the progress of this 
negotiation, and should lay the correspondence before them. They trust that Earl Granville 
‘will have no objection to their doing so. 


I have, etc., 


@ Starrorp H. Norrucors, 
Governor. 
Sir Frederic Rogers, Bart., 
Colonial Office. 
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THE UNbER-SECRETARY TO THE GOVERNOR OF THE Hupson’s Bay Company. * 


Downine Srrezer, 
9th March, 1869. 


S1r,—Earl Granville has had under review the correspondence which has passed 
respecting the proposed transfer to Canada of the jurisdiction and territorial rights of 
the Hudson’s Bay Company in North America. 

It is, in Lord Granville’s opinion, of very great importance that this question should 
be settled on a permanent footing, and with little delay. He does not disguise the 
interest which Her Majesty’s Government have in this settlement. It is not creditable 
to this country that any inhabited part of Her Majesty’s dominions should be without a 
recognized Government capable of enforcing the law, and responsible to neighbouring 
countries for the performance of international obligations. The toleration of such a 
state of things in parts of the Hudson’s Bay Territory is unjust to the inhabitants of 
that territory, and is not without danger to the peaceful relations between this country 
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and the United States ; and this danger and injustice are likely to increase in proportion 
as the mining and agricultural capabilities of what is called the “ Fertile Belt” begin to 
attract settlers from the east and south. 

To Canada the settlement of the question is not less important, as removing a cause 
of irritation between it and its neighbours, and even with the mother country itself ; as 
destroying an obstacle to that which has been looked upon as the natural growth of the 
Dominion ; as likely to open an indefinite prospect of employment to Canadian labour 
and enterprise ; and lastly, as enlarging the inducements which Canada is able to offer 
to the British immigrant. It is no small matter that it would enable Her Majesty’s 
Government at once to annex to the Dominion the whole of British North America 
proper, except the colony of British Columbia. 

To the Hudson’s Bay Company it may almost be said to be necessary. 

At present the very foundations of the Company’s title are not undisputed. The 
boundaries to its territory are open to questions of which it is impossible to ignore the 
importance. Its legal rights, whatever these may by, are liable to be invaded without 
law by a mnass of Canadian and American settlers, whose occupation of the country on 
any terms they will be little able to resist ; while it can hardly be alleged that either the 
terms of the charter, or their internal constitution, are such as to qualify them under all 
these disadvantages for maintaining order and performing the internal and external 
duties of government. 

The prejudicial effect that all those uncertainties must have on the value of the Com- 
pany’s property is but too evident. 

The interests of all parties thus evidently pointing towards an immediate and definite 
adjustment, Lord Granville has been most unwilling to abandon the hope of bringing it 
about by way of amicable compromise. He is fully alive to the difficulties of such a 
compromise. He does not conceal from himself that the estimate which the Company 
form of the nature and value of their rights is widely different from that which is 
formed by the gentlemen who represent Canada; nor can he undertake to express any 
‘opinion whatever as to the relative correctness of those estimates. Indeed, it would be 
impossible to do so without knowing to what extent the claims of the Company would 
be supported by the judgment of a court of law. 

But after repeated communications with both parties, his Lordship is convinced that 
he will be serving the interests of the Dominion, of the Company, and of this country, 
by laying before the Canadian representatives and the directors of the Company a dis- 
tinct proposal, which, as it appears to be, it is for the interest of both parties to accept, 
and in support of which Her Majesty’s Government would be prepared to use all the 
influence which they could legitimately exercise. 

If the proposal is really an impartial one, Lord Granville cannot expect that it will 
be otherwise than acceptable to both of the parties concerned. But he is not without 
hope that both may find, on consideration, that if it does not give them all that they 
conceive to be their due, it secures to them what is politically or commercially necessary, 
and places them at once in a position of greater advantage with reference to their peculiar 
objects than that which they at present occupy. 

The terms which his Lordship now proposes are as follows :— 

1. The Hudson’s Bay Company to surrender to Her Majesty all the rights of govern- 
ment, property, etc., in Rupert’s Land, which are specified in the 31 and 32 Vic., c. 105, 
sec. 4 ; and also all similar rights in any other part of British North America, not com- 
prised in Rupert’s Land, Canada, or British Columbia. 

2. Canada is to pay the Company £300,000 when Rupert’s Land is transferred to 
the Dominion of Canada. 

3. The Company may, within twelve months of the surrender, select a block of land 
adjoining each of its stations, within the limits specified in Article 1. 

4, The size of the blocks is not to exceed acres in the Red River Territory, nor 
3,000 acres beyond that territory, and the aggregate extent of the blocks is not to exceed 
50,000 acres. 

5. So far as the configuration of the country admits, the blocks are to be in the 
shape of parallelograms, of which the length is not more than double the breadth 
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6. The Hudson’s Bay Company may, for fifty years after the surrender, claim in 
any township or district within the Fertile Belt, in which land is set out for settlement, 
grants of land not exceeding one-twentieth part of the land so set out: the blocks so 
granted to be determined by lot, and the Hudson’s Bay Company to pay a ratable share 
of the survey expenses, not exceeding an acre. 

7. For the purpose of the present agreement, the Fertile Belt is to be bounded as. 
follows :—On the south by the United States boundary ; on the west by the Rocky 
Mountains ; on the north by the northern branch of the Saskatchewan ; on the east by 
Lake Winnipeg, the Lake of the Woods, and the waters connecting them. 

8. All titles to land up to the 8th of March, 1869, conferred by the Company, are 
to be confirmed. 

9. The Company is to be at liberty to carty on its trade without hindrance, in its. 
corporate capacity, and no exceptional tax is to be placed on the Company’s land, trade, 


price including transport, but not including interest for money, and subject to a deduction 
for ascertained deteriorations. 

11. The Company’s claim to land under agreement of Messrs. Vankoughnet and 
Hopkins to be withdrawn. 

12. The details of this arrangement, including the filling up the blanks in articles 4 
and 6, to be settled at once by mutual agreement. 


Whatever may be the result of this proposal, his Lordship desires to express his. 
sense of the openness and courtesy which he has experienced throughout these negotia- 
tions, both from the representatives of Canada and from the Governor and Deputy- 
Governor of the Company, and the patience with which they have entertained proposals. 
which, from their point of view, must no doubt have appeared inadequate. 


Lord Granville is aware that a proposal of this kind will require consideration ; but. 


he hopes that you will lose no time beyond what is necessary in acquainting him with 
your decision. 


I am, Sir, 
Your most obedient servant, 


Freperic Rogers. 
Sir Stafford Northcote, Bart., ete. 


THE UNbER-SECRETARY TO THE CANADIAN DELEGATES. * 


‘Downine Street, 
9th March, 1869. 


GENTLEMEN,—Lord Granville transmitted to the Governor of the Hudson’s Bay 
Company a copy of your letter of 8th February, and I enclose, by his Lordship’s direc- 
tion, a copy of the answer which he has received, 

The conclusion to which he has been led, after a careful consideration both of the 
correspondence which has passed and of the various representations made orally to him 
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by yourselves and by the Governor and Deputy-Governor of the Company, are embodied 
in the enclosed letter, which he has directed me to address to Sir S. N orthcote, and which 
you will be good enough to consider as conveying to yourselves also the views of Her 
Majesty’s Government. His Lordship is confident that you will give it your earliest 
attention. 

His Lordship desires me to add that, in case the terms suggested in this letter 
should be accepted by the parties concerned, Her Majesty’s Government would be pre- 
pared to fulfil the expectations held out in Mr. Cardwell’s despatch of 17th June, 1865, 
and to propose to Parliament that the Imperial guarantee sbould be given to a loan of 
£300,000, the sum which is proposed to be paid over by Canada to the Company on the 
transfer of the Company’s rights. As this isa matter in which the Company has no 
interest, it is not adverted to in my letter to Sir Stafford Northcote. 


I am, Gentlemen, 
Your most obedient servant, 


. FreDERIC RoGers. 
Sir G. E. Cartier, Bart., 


W. McDougall, Esq. 


Reso.utions oF THE GOVERNOR AND CoMMITTEE oF THE Hupson’s Bay Company, 
PASSED Marcu 121u, 1869, rransmiteD To THE CANADIAN DELEGATES.* 


Resolved, that the Committee will recommend the shareholders to accept the pro- 
posal of Lord Granville, if the Canadian Ministers will agree to the following 
modifications :— 

1. That Canada will Jay no export duty on furs, 

2. That the 6th Article be modified so as to allow the Company to defer exercising 
their right of claiming their proportion of each township for not more than ten years after 
it is set out. 

3. That no charges be made upon the Company for the expenses of survey, 

4. That the proportion of land which they are to be allowed to claim be increased 
from one-twentieth to one-tenth. 

5. That York and Moose Factories be retained as ports of entry. 

6. That Canada undertakes to pay the £300 a year now paid to the Bishop of Rupert’s 
Land, and other charges of a public character now borne by the Company. 

7. That some provision be made for referring to arbitration any question which may 
arise out of the agreement. 


THE CANADIAN DELEGATES TO THE GOVERNOR OF THE Hupson’s Bay Company.* 


WesTMINSTER Patace Horst, 
Lonpon, March 13th, 1869. 


Sir,—We have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of a copy of certain resolu- 
tions adopted by the Governor and Committee of the Hudson’s Bay Company, on the 
12th inst., suggesting important modifications of the proposal of Lord Granville for the 
transfer of Rupert’s Land to Canada. 

We beg you will inform the Committee that, in our opinion, the proposal of Lord 
Granville is mnch more favourable to the Hudson’s Bay Company than any previous 
proposal of the Imperial Government, and much more onerous to Canada than its Gov- 
ernment and people have been led to expect. With great reluctance we have consented 
to recommend Lord Granville’s proposal, if accepted by the Company pure et simple, but 
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not otherwise, to the favourable consideration of the Canadian Government. The 
modifications and additions proposed by the Committee are not, in our judgment, 
“details” within the purview of the 12th article of Lord Granville’s proposal, but 
substantive and material changes affecting the very basis of the arrangement. We 
cannot, therefore, assent to them, or undertake to recommend their acceptance by the 
Canadian Government. 

We have further to observe that, in making these demands upon us, the Committee 
assume that the changes they propose will be accepted, or approved by the Imperial 
Government. If we are correctly advised, the Committee are not warranted to make: 
that assumption. In the letter of Sir Frederic Rogers communicating to us a copy of 
Lord Granville’s proposal, we are assured that it conveys “the views of Her Majesty’s 
Government ;” and in the letter conveying these views to the Company it is stated that 
“these terms are not intended by Lord Granville as the basis of further negotiations.” 
It follows, we think, that Lord Granville’s proposal is to be regarded as the ultimatum 
of the Imperial Government, and must be accepted or rejected in its entirety. The Act 
31 and 32 Victoria, Chapter 105 (which was not introduced at the instance, or passed in 
the interest of the Canadian Government), placed the negotiation of the terms of 
surrender by the Company to the Crown in the hands of Her Majesty’s Imperial Govern- 
ment, where, until the Act is repealed, or the negotiation fails, we are of opinion it must 
remain. 

We shall be glad to confer with you upon all questions of “detail,” which by the 
terms of Lord Granville’s proposal are left to be adjusted between the Canadian Govern- 
ment and the Hudson’s Bay Company. 


We have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your very obedient servants, 


Gro. Er. Cartier. 
Wma. McDovuGatt. 
Sir Stafford Northcote, M.P., 
etc., etc., ete. 


TuE GOVERNOR OF THE Hupson’s Bay ComMPpANyY TO: THE CANADIAN DELEGATES. * 


Hupson’s Bay Hovsz, 
Lonpon, March 16th, 1869. 


GENTLEMEN,—I have the honour to acknowlege the receipt of your letter of yester- 
day’s date, in reply to my letter to Sir George Cartier, in which I enclosed to you a copy 
of the resolutions adopted at the meeting of the Committee of the Hudson’s Bay Com- 
pany on the 12th instant. 

It is unnecessary for me to enter. into the question you raise, as to whether Earl 
Granville would or would not accept any modifications of the terms set forth in his 
Lordship’s recent communication to this Committee, if they should be agreed to by this 
Committee on the one hand, and by yourselves on the other. While stating that he 
regarded these terms as not being intended as the basis of further negotiations, Lord 
Granville added that he left the details of the arrangement to be settled by mutual 
consent. The greater part of the resolutions transmitted to you in my letter of the 12th 
were resolutions intended to lead to a settlement of certain details, on which it will be 
necessary for the Committee to offer full explanation to the shareholders of the Com- 
pany, if they decide on submitting Earl Granville’s proposals to a general meeting. 

If in your opinion any of them go further than this, the Committee will be ready 
to reconsider them, and to confer with you upon them. 
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As regards the resolution by which the Committee proposed that the amount of 
land to be left to the Company should be one-tenth, instead of one-twentieth, I am to 
state that the Committee have rescinded that resolution. 

They will await a communication from you with regard to the other resolutions 
before coming to a conclusion as to the course they should adopt. 


I am, Gentlemen, 
Your obedient servant, 


StarrorpD H. Norrucore. 
Sir Geo. E. Cartier, Bart., and 
The Hon. Wm. McDougall, C.B. 


THE CANADIAN DELEGATES TO THE GoveRNOR oF THE Hupson’s Bay Company. * 


WESTMINSTER PaLace Hore, 
March 18th, 1869. 


Str,—We have the honour to acknowledge your letter of the 16th inst., in which 
you inform us that the Committee of the Hudson’s Bay Company has rescinded the 
Resolution adopted on the 12th inst. asking for one-tenth instead of one-twentieth, as pro- 
posed by Lord Granville, of the land which may be surveyed for settlement in the 
North-Western Territory. You further state that if the other resolutions transmitted to 
us go further than the “details of the arrangement,” left by Lord Granville to be 
“settled by mutual consent,” the Committee are ready to reconsider them. 

With reference to the first resolution, “That Canada will lay no export duty on 
furs,” we beg you will inform the Committee that it is not the policy or practice of the 
Canadian Government to resort to “ export duties” as a source of revenue. We feel no 
hesitation in stating our belief that no such duties as the Committee wish to prohibit, 
will be levied, but it would obviously be improper for us to consent to any arrangement 
which would fetter the free action of the Canadian Parliament in respect to modifications 
of the tariff which the future exigencies of the country may render necessary. 

2. The proposal to modify the 6th article so as to permit the Company to defer the 
exercise of the right of claiming their proportion of lands in any township for a period 
of ten years after survey, might, we think, be agreed ‘to, on condition that they limit 
their claim to allotment from the lands which may be unsold, at the time they declare 
their intention to take their proportion in that township. 

3. The demand to be relieved from the expenses of survey, which Lord Granville 
proposed the Company should bear, is not, we think, a “ detail,” within the meaning of 
the 12th article. But if it will remove the apprehension that charges under this stipu- 
lation may become excessive, we see no objection to a proviso, that the expense to the 
Company for the survey of the lands allotted to them shall in no case exceed eight cents 
per acre. 

4. We have no doubt that York and Moose Factories will be retained as ports of 
entry if goods continue to be imported there. But if by the opening of interior com- 
munications trade should be diverted to other ports, it would not seem reasonable that 
the Government should be bound to maintain customs establishments at Hudson’s Bay. 
The practice of the Canadian Government is to establish ports of entry wherever the 
interests of trade and commerce require them, and we do not, therefore, see that it is 
necessary or expedient to make any stipulation on the subject. 

5. The demand that the salary of the Anglican Bishop of Rupert’s Land should 
hereafter be charged upon the Canadian Treasury cannot, we think, be regarded as a 
“detail” within the 12th article of Lord Granville’s proposal. The surrender of the 
rights and powers of government by the Company will necessarily involve the assump- 
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tion of “all charges of a public character” by the new Government. But an agreement 
to continue the charges now borne by the Company, eo nomine, would so far perpetuate 
a system which the transfer of the territory to Canada is intended to supersede. 

6. The last proposal of the Committee is open to very serious objection. The 
surrender of the powers of government, and of territorial jurisdiction by the Com- 
pany to the Crown, and the transfer of these powers to the Canadian Government, are 
acts of State, authorized by Imperial Statute, and will have all the force and permanence 
of fundamental law. The proposal to refer all questions which may arise under this law 
to some extra-constitutional tribunal is not warranted by the British North America 
Act, and would, we fear, if adopted, create confusion and embarrassment, and postpone 
indefinitely the establishment of a satisfactory government in Rupert’s Land. 

We must decline to admit, even by implication, that the judicial tribunals and the 
general and local authorities of the Dominion will fail to understand, or hesitate to 
respect and carry out, in good faith, all the terms and conditions of the proposed 
arrangement. 

We have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servants, 


Gro. Et. CARTIER. 
W. McDovugatu. 


Sir Stafford Northcote, M.P., 
etc., etc., etc. 


Deraits oF AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE DELEGATES OF THE GOVERNMENT OF THE 
DOMINION AND THE DIRECTORS OF THE Hupson’s Bay Company.* 


1. It is understood that in surrendering to Her Majesty all the rights, etc., of the 
‘Company in any part of British North America not comprised in Rupert’s Land, 
Canada, or British Columbia, the Company are to retain the posts they actually occupy 
in the North-West Territory. 

2. It is understood that it will be a sufficient act of selection under Article III. 
that the Company should, within twelve months, name the number of acres which they 
will require adjoining each post. The actual survey to be proceeded with with all con- 
venient speed. 

3. It is understood that, in the Red River Settlement, the size of the blocks to be 
retained round Upper Fort Garry shall not exceed (ten) acres; and that round Lower 
Fort Garry shall not exceed (three hundred) acres. 

4. It is understood that a list of the stations round which the Company will re- 
quire blocks of land, with the size of the blocks they will require, shall be made out 
forthwith and communicated to the Canadian Ministers. 

5. It is understood that Article V. shall be construed to mean that the blocks shall 
front the river or road by which means of access are provided, and shall be approxi- 
mately in the form of parallelograms, of which the frontage shall not be more than half 
the depth. 

6. It is understood that the Company may defer the exercise of their right of 
claiming their proportion of each township for not more than ten years after it is set 
out ; but their claim must be limited to an allotment from the lands remaining unsold at 
the time they declare their intention to make it. 

7. It is understood that the blank in Article VI. shall be filled up with eight cents 
(Canadian). ' 


* Sess. Papers, Can., 1869, No. 25. [This appears to have’ been a provisional agreement entered into 
by the Directors only of the Company, and requiring confirmation by a general meeting of the shareholders. 
See letter of Sir Stafford Northcote of 16th March, 1869, ante, p. 174, with the letter of the Canadian dele- 
gates of 27th March, 1869, post, p. 177.—G. E. L.] 
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8. It is understood that any claims of Indians to compensation for lands required 
for purposes of settlement shall be disposed of by the Canadian Government in com- 
munication with the Imperial Government, and that the Company shall be relieved of 
all responsibility in respect of them. 


STaFrorp H. Nortucore, 
G. E. Cartier, 


W. McDouaa tt. 
March 22, 1869. 


THE CANADIAN DELEGATES TO THE UnpDER-SECRETARY. * 


WESTMINSTER PALACE Horst, 
Lonpon, 27th March, 1869. 


Sir,—Your letter of the 9th inst., enclosing a copy of proposals made by Lord 
Granville to the Hudson’s Bay Company in your letter to Sir Stafford Northcote of the 
same date, has not been formally acknowledged by us, in consequence of a doubt, not yet 
removed, as to the acceptance of these proposals by the Company. We stated verbally to 
Lord Granville our objections to his proposals, but finally consented to recommend them 
to the Canadian Government, on condition that the Company first signified their accept- 
ance of them. Sir Stafford Northcote has since opened communication with us directly, 
and proposed important modifications of Lord Granville’s terms, to which we could not 
assent. In some points of detail we agreed that the terms might be varied or qualified, 
if such variation or qualification would be likely to make the arrangements, as a whole, 
more acceptable to the shareholders of the Company. We understand Sir Stafford 
Northcote has acquainted Lord Granville with the correspondence which has passed 
between us on the subject. The Company having, at the meeting on the 24th inst., 
postponed for a fortnight the question of accepting Lord Granville’s proposals, we regret 
that we are unable to await their decision. Our public duties require that we should 
immediately return to Canada. We have now the honour to repeat the request contained 
in our letter of the 8th February—viz., that immediate action may be taken by the 
Imperial Government upon the address of the Canadian Parliament of December, 1867, 
or that pending the negotiations for the transfer of Rupert’s Land, the North-Western 
Territory, or all that part of British North America from Canada on the east, to British 
Columbia, Alaska and the Arctic Ocean on the west and north, not heretofore validly 
granted to, and now held by the Governor and Company of Adventurers of England 
trading into Hudson’s Bay, may be immediately transferred to the Dominion of Canada, 
under the authority of the British North America Act, 1867, 

G. E. Cartirr, 
W. McDoveatt. 


MEMORANDUM OF A FURTHER AGREEMENT BETWEEN SiR GEORGE E. Cartier (ONE OF THE 
_ CANADIAN DELEGATES) AND THE GOVERNOR OF THE Hupson’s Bay Company.* 


Inasmuch as the northern branch of the Sakatchewan River is the northern boun- 
dary of the fertile belt, and therefore any land on the northern bank is not within the 
Territory of which the Company are to have one-twentieth part, it is understood that in 
forming the townships abutting on the northern bank, the Company-shall be at liberty to 
a rrr 

* Sess. Papers, Can., 1869, No. 25. 
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take their one-twentieth of any such townships, giving up to the Canadian Dominion an 
equal quantity of the portion of lands coming to them of townships established on the 
southern bank. 

It is understood that the townships on the northern bank shall not for the above 
purpose extend more than five miles inland from the river. 

It is understood that in laying out any public roads, canals, etc., through any block 
of land reserved to the Company, the Canadian Government may take without compen- 
sation such land as is necessary for the purpose, not exceeding one twenty-fifth of the 
total acreage of the block ; but if the Canadian Government require any land which is 
actually under cultivation, or which has been built upon, or which is necessary for giving 
the Company’s servants access to any river or lake, or has a frontage to any river or 
lake, they shall pay the Company the fair value of the same, and shall make compensa- 
tion for any injury done to the Company or their servants. 

It is understood that the whole of the land to be appropriated within the meaning 
of the last preceding clause shall be appropriated for public purposes. 


GrorGE Er. CarTIER, 
SraFForD H. NortTHCOTE. 


Lonpon, 29th March, 1869. 


Tur UnpER-SECRETARY TO THE GOVERNOR OF THE Hupson’s Bay CompPANny.* 


DowninG STREET, 
April 3rd, 1869. 


I am directed by Earl Granville to enclose for your information a copy of a letter 
addressed by him to Sir G. Cartier and Mr. McDougall, and a letter which he has received 
from them in reply,t in which they intimate their acceptance of the terms proposed to 
you and them for the surrender of the territorial and other rights of the Hudson’s Bay 
Company in Rupert’s Land. Iam to add that his Lordship has been informed in con- 
versation by the above gentlemen that they believe the Canadian Government will agree 
to those terms, and have a confident hope that their Parliament will not reject them, and 
they added that in the event of the transfer taking place, the Hudson’s Bay Company 
might rely upon the ,justice and good will of the Government and the Parliament of 


Canada. 
F. Rogers. 


THE GOVERNOR OF THE Hupson’s Bay Company TO THE UNDER-SECRETARY. f 


Hupson’s Bay Housz, 
Lonpon, 10th April, 1869. 


Srr,—I have the honour to acquaint you, for the information of Earl Granville, that 
at a meeting of the Hudson’s Bay Company held on the 9th inst., the following resolu- 
tion was adopted by a large majority of the proprietors specially summoned .to consider the 
proposal contained in your letter of the 9th ulto., for the surrender of the Company’s 
territory, etc., to Her Majesty :— 

That it is expedient to accede in the terms proposed in the communication above 
referred to, and to surrender to Her Majesty all this Company’s territorial rights in 
Rupert’s Land, and in any other part of British North Americanot comprised in Rupert’s 


* Sess. Papers, Can., 1869, No. 25. 
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Land, Canada or British Columbia, and that the Governor and Committee be and they are 
hereby authorized to make such surrender on being assured that the terms have been 
agreed to by the Government and Parliament of Canada, provided that the acceptance of 
the terms by the Government and Parliament of Canada shall have been signified to 
_ them by Her Majesty’s Secretary of State for the Colonies, within six months after the 
passing of this resolution, and that for that purpose the Governor and Committee concur 
in all such measures as may be found necessary for effecting such surrender, and for 
securing to the Company the rights and reservations to which, by the terms of the letter 
from Sir Frederic Rogers, the Company will be entitled. 


I have, etc., 


StarrorD H. Nortucors, 
? Governor. 


Sir F. Rogers, Baronet. 


THE CoLoNIAL SECRETARY TO THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL. * 


Downtne STREET, 
10th April, 1869, 


S1x,—The proprietors of the Hudson’s Bay Company have considered at a special 
meeting the terms on which they have been invited to transfer their territorial rights to 
the Dominion of Canada, and I enclose the copy of a letter addressed to me by Sir Staf- 
ford Northcote, from which you will perceive that those terms have been acceded to. 

You will observe that the Governor and Committee of the Company are authorized 
to concur in all such measures as may be found necessary for effecting this transfer, and 
for securing to the Company all the rights and reservations to which they will be entitled, 
provided that the acceptance of the terms by the Government and Parliament of Canada 
is duly signified to them within six months. 

I trust that this acceptance may be confidently anticipated, and that by it an open- 
ing will be made for extending the benefits of a regular Government to those British sub- 
jects who at present occupy the Company’s territory ; for settling the tracts of fertile land 
which lie in the centre of the continent; and for the consolidation of British North 
America, under one Central Government. 

On one point which has not been hitherto been touched upon, I am anxious to 
express to you the expectations of Her Majesty’s Government. They believe that what- 
ever may have been the policy of the Company, and the effect of their chartered rights 
upon the progress of settlement, the Indian tribes who form the existing population of 
this part of America have profited by the Company’s rule. 

They have been protected from some of the vices of civilization ; they have been 
taught to some appreciable extent to respect the laws and rely on the justice of the white 
man ; and they do not appear to have suffered from any causes of extinction beyond those 
which are inseparable from their habits and their climate. I am sure that your Govern- 
ment will not forget the care which is due to those who must soon be exposed to new 
dangers, and in the course of settlement be dispossessed of the lands which they are used to 
enjoy as their own, or be confined within unwontedly narrow limits. 

This question had not escaped my notice while framing the proposals which I laid 
befere the Canadian delegates and the Governor of the Hudson’s Bay Company. I did 
not, however, then allude to it, because I felt the difficulty of insisting on any definite con- 
ditions without the possibility of foreseeing the circumstances under which those condi- 
tions would be applied, and because it appeared to me wiser and more expedient to rely 
on the sense of duty and responsibility belonging to the Government and people of such 
&@ country as Canada. 


es i 
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That Government I believe has never sought to evade its obligations to those whose 
uncertain rights and rude means of living are contracted by the advance of civilized men. I 
am sure that they will not do so in the present case, but that the old inhabitants of the coun- 
try will be treated with such forethought and consideration as may preserve them from the 
dangers of the approaching change, and satisfy them of the friendly interest which their 
new governors feel in their welfare. j 

With the expression of this hope, I will close my despatch, merely repeating my sin- 
cere desire that the annexation of the great territory may be speedily accomplished, and 
may bring to the Dominion all the advantages which the statesmen of Canada not unrea- 


sonably anticipate. 
I have, etc., 


GRANVILLE. 
Governor the Right Honourable Sir John Young, Baronet, 
G. C. B., etc., etc., ete. 


ReEporRT OF THE CANADIAN DELEGATES.* 


To His Excellency the Right Hon. Sir John Young, Bart., G.C.B., G.C.M.G., Governor- 
General of Canada. 


May it Please Your Excellency,— 


We have the honour to submit for your Excellency’s consideration the following 
Report of our negotiations with Her Majesty’s Imperial Government for the transfer to 
the Dominion of Canada of Rupert’s Land and the North-Western Territory :— 

Under the authority of an Order in Council of the Ist October, 1868, we were ap- 
pointed a delegation to England to arrange the “terms for the acquisition by Canada of 
Rupert’s Land,” and by another Order in Council of the same date, we were authorized to 
arrange ‘for the admission of the North-West Territory into union with Canada, either 
with or without Rupert’s Land, as may be found practicable and expedient.” We pro- 
ceeded at once to execute the important mission confided to us, and on presenting our- 
selves at the Colonial Office, were invited by his Grace the Duke of Buckingham and — 
Chandos, then Secretary of State for the Colonies, to visit him at Stowe, for the purpose 
of discussing freely and fully the numerous and difficult questions which were involved in 
the transfer of these great territories to Canada. We found that his Grace had already 
made some progress in the preliminaries of a negotiation (under the Act 31 and 32 Vic., 
cap. 105) with the Hudson’s Bay Company, for the surrender to Her Majesty of the 
territorial and political rights which they claimed in Rupert’s Land. We objected very 
earnestly to some of the demands of the Company which were communicated to us by his 
Grace, but after much consideration and important modifications of the Company’s demands, 
we agreed that if they would surrender the territory on the conditions which his Grace 
proposed, we would recommend the acceptance of these conditions by the Canadian 
Government. 

The Duke of Buckingham’s proposals will be found in the letter of Mr. Adderley, of 
the lst December, 1868, addressed to the Governor of the Hudson’s Bay Company. 

Considerable delay in the negotiations was occasioned by the retirement from office of — 
the Duke of Buckingham and his colleagues, and also by the resignation of Lord Kimberly, 
the then Governor of the Company. 

On the 18th January, 1869, Earl Granville, who had acceded to office as Secretary of 
State for the Colonies, transmitted to us the reply of the Company, declining the proposals 
of the Duke of Buckingham. His Lordship subsequently requested us to communicate 
to him any observations which we might desire to offer upon this reply of the Company, 
and upon certain counter-proposals which it contained. We felt reluctant, as representatives 
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of Canada, to engage in a controversy with the Company concerning matters of fact, as well 
as questions of law and policy, while the negotiation with them was being carried on by 
the Imperial Government in its own name and of its own authority. But we did not feel 
at liberty to decline Lord Granville’s request, and on the 8th of February stated at length 
our views upon the various points raised in the letter of Sir Stafford Northcote, the new 
Governor of the Company, in answer to the proposals of the Duke of Buckingham. We 
beg to refer your Excellency to the correspondence for full information as to the positions 
taken and the opinions expressed by us at this stage of the negotiation. 

Lord Granville, being of opinion that the rejection by the Company of the proposals 
of his predecessor had terminated the negotiations instituted by him, submitted for our 
consideration proposals of his own, based on a different principle from that which had 
been laid down by the Duke of Buckingham. 

We felt it our duty to state to his Lordship that these proposals would not be accept- 
able to the Canadian Government. They were subsequently modified, and in the form in 
which they appear in the letter of Sir Frederick Rogers, of the 9th March, were condition- 
ally accepted by us, subject to the approval of your Excellency in Council. 

Certain details were left by Lord Granville to be settled between the representatives of 
the Company and ourselves, which led to interviews and discussions with them, and to a 
correspondence, which is also submitted herewith. 

During the progress of the negotiations, a formal complaint was made to the Colonial 
Secretary by the representatives of the Company against the Canadian Government, for 
undertaking the construction of a road between Lake of the Woods and the Red River 
Settlement without having first obtained the consent of the Company. The letter convey- 
ing this complaint was referred to us by Earl Granville for such explanations as we were 
able to offer. The correspondence on this subject is also respectfully submitted. 

Your Excellency is aware that since our return to Canada the Hudson’s Bay Com- 
pany have signified to Lord Granville their acceptance of the terms proposed by him for 
the surrender to Her Majesty of their territorial rights in Rupert’s Land. We have, 
therefore, the honour to submit the same, with a memorandum of the “ details” agreed to 
by us on behalf of the Canadian Government, for the approval of your Excellency, and 
for such action thereupon as your Excellency may be advised to take. 

All of which is respectfully submitted. 


Gro. E. CartiEr, 
Wu. McDovucatt. 


Orrawa, May 8, 1869. 


Report or A CoMMITTEE OF THE Privy CoUNCIL, APPROVED BY THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL 
on 14rH May, 1869.* 


The Committee have had under consideration the accompanying report and corres- 
pondence of the delegates appointed, by Orders in Council of Ist October last, to proceed 
to England to negotiate the terms for the acquisition by Canada of Rupert’s Land and the 
North-West Territory, and they humbly advise that the said report and the terms agreed 
upon, as set forth in the said report and correspondence, be approved by your Excellency 
and submitted for the consideration and sanction of Parliament. 


Ww. H. Luz, Clerk, P. C. 


To the Honourable the Secretary of State, 
etc., etc, etc. 
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MESSAGE OF THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL TO THE House or Commons.* 


JoHN YOUNG. 


The Governor-General transmits, for the consideration of the House of Commons, the 
report of the delegates appointed to negotiate for the acquisition of Rupert’s Land and the 
North-West Territory. 


GOVERNMENT House, 
Orrawa, 17th May, 1869. 


RESOLUTIONS OF THE SENATE AND House or Commons oF CANADA oF 28TH May, 1869.7 


Lesolved,—That the Senate and Commons of the Dominion of Canada, during the 
first session of the first Parliament of Canada, adopted an Address to Her Majesty, pray- 
ing that Her Majesty would be graciously pleased, by and with the advice of Her Most 
Honourable Privy Council, under the provisions of the 146th section of “The British North 
America Act, 1867,” and on the terms specified in that Address, to unite Rupert’s Land 
and the North-west Territory with this Dominion, and to grant to the Parliament of 
Canada authority to legislate for their future welfare and good government, and assuring 
Her Majesty of the willingness of the Parliament of Canada to assume the duties and 
obligations of government and legislation as regards those territories. 

Kesolved,—That the Joint Address of the Senate and Commons of Canada was duly 
laid at the foot of the Throne, and that Her Majesty, by despatch from the Right Hon- 
ourable the Secretary of State for the Colonies to the Governor-General of Canada, 
under date of 23rd of April, 1868, signified her willingness to comply with the prayer of 
the said Address; but she was advised that the requisite powers of government and 
legislation could not, consistently with the existing charter of the Hudson’s Bay Com- 
pany, be transferred to Canada without an Act of Parl iament, which Act was subsequently 
passed by the Imperial Parliament, and received Her Majesty’s assent on the 31st 
July, 1868. 

Kesolved,—That by despatch dated 8th August, 1868, from the Honourable Secretary 
of the State for Colonies, the Governor-General was informed, that in pursuance of 
the powers conferred by the Act for the surrender of the Hudson’s Bay Territories to Her 
Majesty, he proposed to enter into negotiations with the Company as to the terms of 
such surrender, whereupon, under authority of an Order of the Governor-General in Council 
of the 1st October, 1868, the Honourable Sir George Et. Cartier, Baronet, and the Honour- 
able William McDougall, 0.B., were appointed a delegation to England, to arrange the 
terms for the acquisition by Canada of Rupert’s Land, and by another Order in Council 
of the same date, were authorized to arrange for the admission of the North-west Terri- 
tory into union with Canada, either with or without Rupert’s Land, as it might be found 
practicable and expedient. 

tesolved,—That the delegates proceeded on their mission to England and entered 
into negotiations with his Grace the Duke of Buckingham and Chandos, the Secretary of 
State for the Colonies, and afterwards with the Right Honourable Earl Granville, his 
successor in office, for the acquisition by Canada of the territorial and other rights 
claimed by the Hudson’s Bay Company in Rupert’s Land, and in any other part of 
British North America, not comprised in Rupert’s Land, Canada, or British ‘Columbia. 
That terms of agreement were conditionally assented to by the delegates on behalf of the 
Dominion, and on their return to Canada were submitted with a Report dated 8th May, 
1869, which was approved by His Excellency the Governor in Council, on the 14th day 
of the same month. 

esolved,—That the Senate will be prepared to concur in accepting the transfer of 
the territorial and other rights of the Hudson’s Bay Company in Rupert’s Land, and in 
any other part of British North America, not comprised in Rupert’s Land, Canada or 
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SSO 
British Columbia, on the terms conditionally agreed to on behalf of the Government of 
Canada, by the Hon. Sir George Et. Cartier, Baronet, and the Hon. William McDougall, 
C.B., and on behalf of the Hudson’s Bay Company, by Sir Stafford H. N orthcote, Gover- 
nor of that Company, and approved by His Excellency in Council as aforesaid, which 
terms are set forth in a letter from Sir Frederic Rogers, Under-Secretary of State for the 
Colonies, of the 9th March, 1869, communicated to the delegates by direction of Earl 
Granville, and in two subsequent Memorandums dated respectively 22nd and 29th 
March, 1869, containing a modification of such terms, and are in the words and figures 
following: [Wee this letter of 9th March, 1869, containing the terms, numbered therein 1 
to 12 inclusive, and the memorandum of 22nd March, 1869, and the subsequent 
memorandum of 29th March, 1869, in the order of their respective dates, ante, pp. 170, 
176 and 177.] 

Resolved,—That this House learns with satisfaction, by letter from the Under- 
Secretary of State for the Colonies, of 9th March last, that, in fulfilment of the expecta- 
tions held out in Mr. Cardwell’s despatch of 17th June, 1865, Her Majesty’s Government 
will be prepared to propose to Parliament that the Imperial guarantee be given to a loan 
of £300,000, the amount which is proposed to be paid over by Canada on the transfer of 
the Company’s rights. 

Resolved,—That the Senate will be ready to concur with the House of Commons in 
an Address to Her Majesty, that she will be graciously pleased, by and with the advice 
of Her Most Honourable Privy Council, under the 146th clause of “The British North 
America Act, 1867,” and the provisions of the Imperial Act, 31 & 32 Vict., cap. 105, to 
unite Rupert’s Land on the terms and conditions expressed in the foregoing Resolutions, 
and also to unite the North-Western Territory with the Dominion of Canada, as prayed 
for by, and on the terms and conditions contained in, the joint Address of the Senate and 
the House of Commons of Canada, adopted during the first session of the first Parliament 
of Canada, and hereinbefore referred to. 

Resolved,—That upon the transference of the territories in question to the Canadian 
Government, it will be the duty of the Government to make adequate provision for the pro- 
tection of the Indian tribes whose interests and well-being are involved in the transfer. 

ftesolved,—That the Governor in Council be authorized and empowered to arrange 
any details that may be necessary to carry out the terms and conditions of the above 
agreement. 


ADDRESS OF THE SENATE AND House or Commons or CANADA TO Her Masesty THE 
(QUEEN. * 


To the Queen’s Most Hucellent Majesty. 


_ Most Gracious Sovereign, — 


We, Your Majesty’s most dutiful and loyal subjects, the Senate and Commons of the 
Dominion of Canada in Parliament assembled, humbly approach Your Majesty for the 
purpose of representing : 

That, during the first session of the first Parliament of this Dominion, we adopted 
an Address to your Majesty, praying that Your Majesty would be graciously pleased, by 
and with the advice of Your Majesty’s Most Honourable Privy Council, under the pro- 
visions of the 146th Section of “The British North America Act, 1867,” and on the 
terms specified in that Address, to unite Rupert’s Land and the North-West Territory 
with this Dominion, and to grant to the Parliament of Canada authority to legislate for 
their future welfare and good government, and assuring Your Majesty of the willingness 
of the Parliament of Canada to assume the duties and obligations of Government and 
legislation as regards those territories. 

That our joint Address was duly laid at the foot of the Throne, and that Your 
Majesty, by despatch from the Right Honourable the Secretary of State for the Colonies 
to the Governor-General of Canada, under date of the 23rd April, 1868, signified Your 
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Majesty’s willingness to comply with the prayer of the said Address, but that Your 
Majesty was advised that the requisite powers of government and legislation could not, 
consistently with the existing charter of the Hudson’s Bay Company, be transferred to 
Canada without an Act of Parliament, which Act was subsequently passed by the 
Imperial Parliament, and received Your Majesty’s assent on the 31st J uly, 1868. 

That by a despatch dated 8th August, 1868, from the Honourable the Secretary of 
State for the Colonies, the Governor-General was informed that in pursuance of the 
powers conferred by the Act for the surrender of the Hudson’s Bay territories to Your 
Majesty he proposed to enter into negotiations with the Company as to the terms of such 
surrender, whereupon, under authority of an Order of the Governor-General in Council 
of the Ist October, 1868, the Honourable Sir George Et. Cartier, Baronet, and the 
Honourable William McDougall, O.B., were appointed a delegation to England to 
arrange the terms for the acquisition by Canada of Rupert’s Land, and by another Order 
in Council of the same date, were authorized to arrange for the admission of the North- 
West Territory into union with Canada either with or without Rupert’s Land, as might 
be found practicable and expedient. 

That the delegates proceeded on their mission to England, and entered into negotia- 
tions with his Grace the Duke of Buckingham and Chandos, then Secretary of State for 
the Colonies, and’afterwards with the Right Honourable Earl Granville, his successor in 
office, for the acquisition by Canada of the territorial and other rights claimed by the 
Hudson’s Bay Company in Rupert’s Land, and in any other part of British North 
America not comprised in Rupert’s Land, Canada, or British Columbia, on the terms con- 
ditionally agreed to on behalf of the Government of Canada by the Honourable Sir 
George Et. Cartier, Baronet, and the Honourable William McDougall, C.B., and on 
behalf of the Hudson’s Bay Company by Sir Stafford H. Northcote, Governor of that 
Company, and approved by His Excellency in Council as aforesaid, which terms are set 
forth in a letter from Sir Frederic Rogers, Under-Secretary of State for the Colonies, of 
the 9th March, 1869, communicated to the delegates by direction of Earl Granville, and 
in two subsequent memorandums dated respectively 22nd and 29th March, 1869, containing 
a modification of such terms, and are in the words and figures following: [This letter of 
9th March, 1869, containing the terms numbered 1 to 12 inclusive, and the memorandum of 
22nd March, 1869, and the subsequent memorandum of 29th March, 1869, are to be 
found, in order of date, ante, pp. 170, 176 and WG 

That we learn with satisfaction by letter from the Under-Secretary of State for the 
Colonies, of the 9th March last, that in fulfilment of the expectations held out in Mr. 
Cardwell’s despatch of the 17th of J une, 1865, Your Majesty’s Government will be pre- 
pared to propose to Parliament that the Imperial guarantee be given to a loan of 
£300,000, the amount which is proposed to be paid over by Canada on the transfer of 
the Company’s rights. 

That upon the transference of the territories in question to the Canadian Govern- 
ment it will be our duty to make adequate provision for the protection of the Indian 
tribes whose interests and well-being are involved in the transfer ; and we authorize and 
empower the Governor in Council to arrange any details that may be necessary to carry 
out the terms and conditions of the above agreement. 

We therefore most humbly pray that Your Majesty will be graciously pleased, by and 
with the advice of your Most Honourable Privy Council, under the 146th clause of ‘ The 
British North America Act, 1867,” and the provisions of the Imperial Act, 31 and 32 
Vict., cap. 105, to unite Rupert’s Land on the terms and conditions expressed in the fore- 
going resolutions, and also to unite the N orth-Western Territory with the Dominion of 
Canada as prayed for by and on the terms and conditions contained in our joint Address 
adopted during the first session of the first Parliament of this Dominion, and hereinbefore 


referred to. 
The Senate, Monday, May 31, 1869. 


JosEPH CAucHoN, 

House of Commons, Ottawa, May 29, 1869. Speaker. 
JAMES CocKBURN, 

Speaker. 
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An AcT FoR THE TEMPORARY GOVERNMENT or RupgErRT’s LAND AND THE NortaH- 
WESTERN TERRITORY WHEN UNITED wiITH CANADA.* 


(Extracts. ) 


Whereas it is probable that Her Majesty the Queen may, spursuant to “The 
British North America Act, 1867,” be pleased to admit Rupert’s Land and the North- 
Western Territory into the Union or Dominion of Canada, before the next Session of the 
Canadian Parliament: And whereas it is expedient to prepare for the transfer of the 
said territories from the local authorities to the Government of Canada, at the time 
appointed by the Queen for such admission, and to make some temporary provision for 
the Civil Government of such territories until more permanent arrangements can be 
made by the Government and Legislature of Canada; Therefore Her Majesty, by and 
with the advice and consent of the Senate and House of Commons of Canada, enacts as 
follows : 

1. The said territories when admitted as aforesaid, shall be styled and known as 
“The North-West Territories.” 

5. All the laws in force in Rupert’s Land and the North-Western Territory, at the 
time of their admission into the Union, shall, so far as they are consistent with “ The 
British North America Act, 1867,”—with the terms and conditions éf such admission 
approved of by the Queen under the 146th section thereof,—and with this Act,—remain 
in force until altered by the Parliament of Canada, or by the Lieutenant-Governor under 
the authority of this Act. 

6. All public officers and functionaries holding office in Rupert’s Land and the 
North-Western Territory, at the time of their admission into the Union, excepting the 
public officer or functionary at the head of the administration of affairs, shall continue 
to be public officers and functionaries of the North-West Territories with the same duties 
and powers as before, until otherwise ordered by the Lieutenant-Governor, under the 
authority of this Act. 

7. This Act shall continue in force until the end of the next Session of Parliament. 


ExTRACT FROM THE SPEECH OF His Honour THE LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR OF ONTARIO 
ON THE OPENING OF THE LEGISLATURE, 3RD NovemMBER, 1869.+ 


It having been officially announced that the North-West Territory, lately under the 
administration of the Hudson’s Bay Company, is about to be annexed to the Dominion of 
Canada, and looking to the certainty of this measure being carried out, I venture to 
suggest the propriety of your providing for an early ascertainment of the boundary line 
between that territory and this Province. 


DEED OF SURRENDER: 


THE GOVERNOR AND CoMPANY OF ADVENTURERS OF ENGLAND TRADING INTO Hupson’s 
Bay To Her Masesty QuEEN VictToria.{ 


To all whom these presents shall come unto, or concern, the Governor and Company of 
Adventurers of England trading into Hudson’s Bay, send greeting. 


Whereas the said Governor and Company were established and incorporated by their 
said name of “The Governor and Company of Adventurers of England trading into 
Hudson’s Bay,” by letters patent granted by His late Majesty King Charles the Second, 


* Dom. Stat., 32 and 33 Vict., cap. 3, 1869. Assented to 22nd June, 1869. 
+ Journals Leg. Ass., 1869, vol. 3, p. 2. 
t Prefix to Stats., Can., 1872, p. Ixxvii. 
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in the twenty-second year of his reign, whereby His said Majesty granted unto the said 
Company and their successors the sole trade and commerce of all those seas, straits, bays, 
rivers, lakes, creeks and sounds in whatsoever latitude they should be, that lay within 
the entrance of the straits commonly called Hudson’s Straits, together with all the lands 
and territories upon the countries, coasts and confines of the seas, bays, lakes, rivers, 
creeks, and sounds aforesaid, that were not already actually possessed by, or granted to, 
any of His Majesty’s subjects, or possessed by the subjects of any other Christian Prince 
or State, and that the said land should be from thenceforth reckoned and reputed as one 
of His Majesty’s plantations or colonies in America, called Rupert’s Land ; and whereby 
His said Majesty made and constituted the said Governor and Company and their 
successors the absolute lords and proprietors of the same territory, limits and places 
aforesaid, and of all other the premises, saving the faith, allegiance and sovereign dominion 
due to His said Majesty, his heirs and successors for the same ; and granted to the said 
Governor and Company and their successors such rights of government and other rights, 
privileges and liberties, franchises, powers and authorities in Rupert’s Land as therein 
expressed. And whereas ever since the date of the said letters patent, the said Governor 
and Company have exercised and enjoyed the sole right thereby granted of such trade 
and commerce as therein mentioned, and have exercised and enjoyed other rights, 
privileges, liberties, franchises, powers and authorities thereby granted ; and the said 
Governor and Company have exercised or assumed rights of government in other parts 
of British North America not forming part of Rupert’s Land, or of Canada, or of 
British Columbia. And whereas by the “ British North America Act, 1867,” it is (amongst 
other things) enacted that it shall be lawful for Her present Majesty Queen Victoria, by 
and with the advice and consent of Her Majesty’s Most Honourable Privy Council, on 
address from the Houses of Parliament of Canada, to admit Rupert’s Land and the 
North-Western Territory, or either of them, into the Union of the Dominion of Canada, 
on such terms and conditions as are in the Address expressed, and as Her Majesty thinks 
fit to approve, subject to the provisions of the said Act. And whereas, by the “ Rupert’s 
Land Act, 1868,” it is enacted (amongst other things) that for the purposes of that Act, 
the term “ Rupert’s Land” shall include the whole of the lands and territories held or 
claimed to be held by the said Governor and Company, and that it shall be competent for 
the said Governor and Company to surrender to Her Majesty, and for Her Majesty, by 
any instrument under Her Sign Manual and Signet, to accept a surrender of all or any 
of the lands, territories, rights, privileges, liberties, franchises, powers and authorities 
whatsoever, granted or purported to be granted by the said letters patent to the said 
Governor and Company within Rupert’s Land, upon such terms and conditions as shall 
be agreed upon by and between Her Majesty and the said Governor and Company ; pro- 
vided, however, that such surrender shall not be accepted by Her Majesty until the 
terms and conditions upon which Rupert’s Land shall be admitted into the said Dominion 
of Canada shall have been approved of by Her Majesty, and embodied in an Address to 
Her Majesty from the Houses of the Parliament of Canada, in pursuance of the 146th 
section of the “ British North America Act, 1867,” and that upon the acceptance by Her 
Majesty of such surrender, all rights of government and proprietary rights, and all other 
privileges, liberties, franchises, powers and authorities whatsoever, granted or purported 
to be granted by the said letters patent to the said Governor and Company within 
Rupert’s Land, and which shall have been so surrendered, shall be absolutely extinguished ; 


surrender to Her said Majesty, pursuant to the provisions in that behalf in the “ Rupert’s 
Land Act, 1868,” contained, all the rights of government and other rights, privileges, 
liberties, franchises, powers and authorities, and all the lands and territories (except and 
subject as in the said terms and conditions expressed or mentioned) granted or purported 
to be granted by the said letters patent, and also all similar rights which have been 
exercised or assumed by the said Governor and Company in any parts of British North 
America not forming part of Rupert’s Land, or of Canada, or of British Columbia, in 
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order and to the intent that, after such surrender has been effected and accepted under 
the provisions of the last-mentioned Act, the said Rupert’s Land may be admitted into 
the Union of the Dominion of Canada, pursuant to the hereinbefore mentioned Acts or 
one of them. And whereas the said terms and conditions on which it has been agreed 
that the said surrender is to be made by the said Governor and Company (who are in the 
following articles designated as the Company) to Her said Majesty are as follows, that is 
to say :— 

1. The Canadian Government shall pay to the Company the sum of £300,000 
sterling, when Rupert’s Land is transferred to the Dominion of Canada. 

2. The Company to retain all the posts or stations now actually possessed and 
occupied by them, or their officers or agents, whether in Rupert’s Land or any other part 
of British North America, and may within twelve months after the acceptance of the 
said surrender select a block of land adjoining each of their posts or stations, within any 
part of British North America, not comprised in Canada and British Columbia, in con- 
formity, except as regards the Red River Territory, with a list made out by the Company 
and communicated to the Canadian Ministers, being the list in the annexed schedule. 
The actual survey is to be proceeded with, with all convenient speed. 

3. The size of each block is not to exceed in the Red River Territory an amount to 
be agreed upon between the Company and the Governor of Canada in Council. 

4. So far as the configuration of the country admits, the blocks shall front the river 
or road by which means of access are provided, and shall be approximately in the shape 
of parallelograms, and of which the frontage shall not be more than half the depth. 

5. The Company may, at any time within fifty years after such acceptance of the 
said surrender, claim in any township or district within the fertile belt in which land is 
set out for settlements, grants of land not exceeding one-twentieth part of land so set 
out, the blocks so granted to be determined by lot, and the Company to pay a rateable 
share of the survey expenses, not exceeding eight cents Canadian an acre. The Company 
may defer the exercise of their right of claiming their proportion of each township or 
district for not more than ten years after it is set out, but their claim must be limited 
to an allotment from the lands remaining unsold at the time they declare their intention 
to make it. 

6. For the purpose of the last article the fertile belt is to be bounded as follows :— 
On the south by the United States’ boundary; on the west by the Rocky Moun- 
tains ; on the north by the northern branch of the Saskatchewan River ; on the east by 
Lake Winnipeg, the Lake of the Woods, and the waters connecting them. 

7. If any township shall be formed abutting on the north bank of the northern 
branch of the Saskatchewan River, the Company may take their one-twentieth of any 
such township, which, for the purposes of this article, shall not extend more than five 
miles inland from the river, giving to the Canadian Dominion an equal quantity of the 
portion of land coming to them of townships established on the southern bank of the 
said river. 

8. In laying out any public roads, canals or other public works, through any block 
of land reserved to the Company, the Canadian Government may take, without compensa- 
tion, such land as is necessary for the purpose, not exceeding one-twenty-fifth of the total 
acreage of the block ;.but if the Canadian Government require any land which is 
actually under cultivation, which has been built upon, or which is necessary for giving the 
Company’s servants access to any river or lake, or has a frontage to any river or lake, the 
said Government shall pay to the Company the fair value of the same, and shall make 
compensation for any injury done to the Company or their servants. 

9. It is understood that the whole of the land to be appropriated within the 
meaning of the last preceding clause, shall be appropriated for public purposes. 

10. All titles to land up to the eighth day of March, one thousand eight hundred 
and sixty-nine, conferred by the Company, are to be confirmed. ; 15" 

11. The Company is to be at liberty to carry on its trade without hindrance in its 
corporate capacity ; and no exceptional tax is to be placed on the Company’s land, trade, 
or servants, nor any import duty on goods introduced by the said Company previously to 
such acceptance of the said surrender. 
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12. Canada is take over the materials of the electric telegraph at cost price ; such 
price including transport, but not including interest for money, and subject toa deduction 
for ascertained deterioration. 

13. The Company’s claim to land under an agreement of Messrs. Vankoughnet and 
Hopkins is to be withdrawn. 

14, Any claims to Indians to compensation for lands required for purposes of settle- 
ment shall be disposed of by the Canadian Government in communication with the Imperial 
Government ; and the Company shall be relieved of all responsibility in respect of them. 

And whereas the surrender hereinafter contained is intended to be made in pursuance 
of the agreement, and upon the terms and conditions hereinbefore stated. 

Now know ye, and these presents witness, that in pursuance of the powers and pro- 
visions of the “ Rupert’s Land Act, 1868,” and on the terms and conditions aforesaid, and 
also on condition of this surrender being accepted pursuant to the provisions of that 
Act, the said Governor and Company do hereby surrender to the Queen’s Most Gracious 
Majesty, all the rights of government, and other rights, privileges, liberties, franchises, 
powers and authorities, granted or purported to be granted to the said Governor and 
Company by the said recited letters patent of His late Majesty King Charles the Second ; 
and also all similar rights which may have been exercised or assumed by the said 
Governor and Company in any parts of British North America, not forming part of 
Rupert’s Land or of Canada, or of British Columbia, and all the lands and territories 
within Rupert’s Land (except and subject as in the said terms and conditions mentioned) 
granted or purported to be granted to the said Governor and Company by the said letters 
patent. In witness whereof, the Governor and Company of Adventurers of England 
trading into Hudson’s Bay, have hereunto caused their Common Seal to be affixed, the 
nineteenth day of November, one thousand eight hundred and sixty-nine. 


THE SCHEDULE ABOVE REFERRED fO. 


Northern Department, Ruprrr’s LANp. 


District. Post. Acres of Land. 
| 
English River .......... slemilaCrosssaaene es snene 50 
Rapid River. eee eee | i 
Portage La Loche .........| 20 say 10 acres each end of Portage. 
Greenyliaken- ep see 100 
Cold ake eee ee 10 
Deer's Lake aii) anes eeu 5 
|————— 190 acres in English River District. 
Saskatchewan .......... Edmonton House .......... 3,000 
Rocky Mountain House ... al 500 
iWorthViactoriaip enna wee 3,000 
Steal eee re eee eee 3,000 
Wort bitte sec ree ee cee 3,000 
\eBattle Rivers eee ee 3, 0U0 
Carlton Houses. .o/em sean 3,000 
i Bort Albagts ) piers 3,000 
iO\VVihiterishlalcci =e een 500 
lacie iBicheman see mentee 1,000 
Fort Assineboine........... 50 
Lesser Slave Lake...... ... 500 
hae: SteqAmnia -eeaeeeenet ; 500 
 Giae' La Nuniiei tae ae 500 
Sts Albertie cbf. 9 walere 1,000 
Pigeon Uske ase eee 100 
Old White Mud Fort....... 50 
————_ 25,700 acres in Saskatchewan District. 
Camberlands).... eee: Cumberland House... ..... 100 
Fort La Gocue. J... 2 a.c0... 3,000 
iPelicanwlakeyes suena 50 
Moose Woods.............. 1,000 


The Pas ne cera ene 25 
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District. | Post. | Acres of Land. 
Wumberland..c.. 2.50. <. Mitoosé oakkemeeeeec aces.) 50 
Crande Rapid Portage ..... 100 50 acres at each end of Portage. 
|\————__ 4,325 acres in Cumberland District. 
NW ATUREOLV EL «5 soapy sie 30% 6 Worn MEGA Sco id coomocmanen | 5,000 
IMores LUNGS) 5 acrp boone bopor 3,000 
Q’Appelle Lakes ........... 2,500 
Touchwood Hillsi.....5.... 500 
Shoal Riveraemme ta. 50 
IManitobaheeermcrrnictatc 50 
Mairlorder. sestse) gaat os oe 100 
9,200 acres in Swan River District. 
ENECUIRTIVION 452.562: sereisye/s | Upper Fort Garry and) 


__'Town of Winnipeg ..,.. | 
Lower Fort Garry (includ- 
ing the farm tne Company upon between the Company and the 


Governor of Canada in Council. 


eet e rene 


Such number of acres as may be agreed 
| ‘now have under cultiva- 


GION) eae een chet se os 
| White Horse Plain......, J 
Marnmibount Wakes. OalkeleOintic.ssiee  coesec 50 
Oma Cuba ralri Omeven ae Naser. chia ee Seine sors dss «bid ds 1,000 
——_ 1,050 
Lake La Pluie .........| Fort Alexander .....,...... 500 
Houbeltirancesaney.weedaceine s 500 
HaclesiNest: tr. jersey cscs 20 
1BG? TIEN aera coseder sed 20 
imacdumbonnetyee eae see 20 
liken plover 5 Goannisiounede 50 
Shoalpliaker ts wesida tas tees: 20 
Lake of the Woods ....... 50 
Whitefish Lake.....,.. .. 20 e 
IOCATEIN [MIG saacad oboe coe 20 
Inhwnsiay sill oooase 6 abooe 20 
aro wioalieikces uae ees sesh: 20 
Clea: Water Lake........., 20 
SEVNChy THohmy Gadaos onan ee 20 
——— 1,300 acres in Lae La Pluie District. 
WG 27 RS ieee CGa rere Works Hactonyameimescncscier 100 
@hunchiliie rerio ee ce 10 
DOVER triton seiner ss 10 
“AM oe IDEN bean cnqoopeeee 10 
OxB ONG een ten oe iets 100 
JACKSONS eBay meee. 10 
GodisnWaketescdecis metres. 10 
Walandelia kere secnecen: 10 
———. 260 
Norway House ......... INorwaya Elouse see oe ee ae 100 
IBGrenseevlViely emer oe 25 
Grandi Rapides er. 10 
INelsonise River maces wena: 10 
—_——. 145 
Total in] Northern Department ......]........ 42,170 acres. 


Southern Department, Rupert’s Lanp. 


/NISRIRT ootie. o ARCE EERIE Albany Factory......... Ants 100 
Mian Gineswulell ssemressm, secre: 10 
i Osnia buon stAgerere «syne or 25 
Liacyseuleepesrr raw scenes 500 

—— 635 
Ost MALIN ines. soo 0s. Little Whale River ........ 50 
Great Whale River ........ 50 
HontiGeorcemmnaaeec sine oe 25 

pa 125 
MDOLENa eeu fess: + .+| Moose Factory... +... +... 100 
iHannahvBayaeesces a. AGIGODD 10 
Abitibi . SOSBOOGOSOOE 10 
New Brunswick....... SHOUr 25 

—- 145 
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District. Post. Acres of Land. 
Rupert’s River ... .| Rupert’s House ..... Bop onae 50 
IMD EEPESIBIRS ConGdeaoan o ooo: 10 
iterate kamaiya ieee eee 10 
Woswonaby ..... Deselect 10 
Moechiskundjcce soe 10 
Pike Tiak@= ewan 10 
Nitchequouiy casas. eaee cee 10 
Kamapiseair...en coe eee 10 
120 
Kinogumissee .......... Matawagamique ........... 50 
Kuckapoosiien nie. woe a en 10 
——— 60 
Total in| Southern Department ......{........ 1,085 acres. 
Montreal Department, Rurmrt’s LAND. 
UpPeLlOTe re en ee Long iaketsss ae ase 10 
Temiscaminque. ....... Kakababeagino ........... 10 5 
——— 0 
Arad Orpen each Cay Port Nascopie. 40505-4005, 75 
Outpostssdittomue ee nee 25 
Fort Chimo(Ungava). ..... 100 
South River, Outposts....., 30 
George’s River, .......0.- 50 
IWihalenRiviersemneet eeeee 50 
INOnEhis iRiver eens a 25 
Halse URVer. seu ke ence eee 25 
380 
Total in! Montreal Department ......!...... ae 400 acres. 
Northern Department, NortH-West TERRITORY 
Atha bas camer eta | Fort Chippewyan .......... 10 
Hor teViermilionaee eeeenee 500 
Hort Dunyeran ss. sae 50 
INOVAP Shin OOM socong sooner 20 
Forks of Arthabasca River. 10 
Battle Rivers aera eee 5 
ond yd upliachea sae ee 5 
ENKEI 5 anpooe oan ee sod~ 5 
— 605 acres in Athabaska District. 
McKenzie’s River.......| Fort Simpson.............. 100 
iHortuliardieeee eee 300 
Hort: Nelsonwyeeae ane Peet 200 
The Rapids. ine. «one tee 100 
ISEB ALSO. Aono aaod oo ano: 20 
Fort Resolution............ 20 
Hort Rael | Sasa anes Bones 10 
Rortidulliiacies arse 10 
Hort Normanieueeree werees 10 
Fort Good Hope... ....... 10 
Peel's River): 7 vanes ae 10 
Lapierre’s House........... 10 
Fort Halkett =..0.0...0.004 100 
900 acres in McKenzie’s R. District. 
Total in North-West Territory ......!........ 1,505 acres. 
ee he 
RECAPITULATION. 
Acres. 
Northern Department, Rupert’s Land.......00...cecececsoecccccececce. 42,170 
Southern do dO ian 2 he heuer ae Sy OSORIO trets aint a 5 Coe 1,085 
Montreal do dots!) 2 Se eeeers walereen else oie OEssorscude 400 
Northern do North-West Territory . ................ commibogs teins 
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TELEGRAM—THE GOVERNoR-GENERAL, Sir JOHN Youne, to Lorp GRANVILLE, CoLoNIAL 
SECRETARY. * 


Orrawa, November 23rd, 1869. 


Mr. McDougall, designated Lieutenant-Governor of N orth-West Territory, after 
transfer, is stopped on the way to Fort Garry by small armed force of insurgent half- 
breeds. The Hudson’s Bay Company authorities, in whom government still rests, are 
seemingly powerless and inactive. Half-breeds have appointed Provisional Committee of 
Government ; John Bruce, president. Governor McTavish very ill, said to be dying. 


TELEGRAM—THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL, Str Joun Youne, to Lorp GRANVILLE, COLONIAL 
SECRETARY. * 


Orrawa, November 27th, 1869. 


Your telegram received and considered by Privy Council. 

‘On surrender by Company to Queen, the government of Company ceases. The 
responsibility of administration of affairs will then rest on Imperial Government. 
Canada cannot accept transfer unless quiet possession can be given. Anarchy will 
follow. Rebels have taken possession of Fort Garry, and it is said are using the stores 
of Company. A change of feeling is hoped for, and till then the governing power should 
remain with present authorities. My advisers think Proclamation should be postponed. 
Mr. McDougall will remain near frontier, waiting favourable opportunity for peaceable 
ingress. Parties having influence with Indians and half-breeds are proceeding to join 


McDougall. 


JoHN Youna. 


—_____. 


THe CoLonraL SECRETARY TO THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL. * 


Downtne Street, 
30th November, 1869. 


Str,—I have received, with much regret, your telegraphs of* the 23rd and 27th 
instant, informing me that disturbances have occurred in the Red River Settlement, and 
that Canada cannot accept the transfer of the Territories hitherto occupied by the 
Hudson’s Bay Company, unless quiet possession can be given. 

It becomes necessary, under these circumstances, to recall to you the state of this 
question. 

Although Her Majesty’s Government have long desired that the title of the Hudson’s 
Bay Company to these Territories should be extinguished, yet this extinction has been 
uniformly pressed forward by and in the interests of Canada. 

On the 11th of November, 1864, a Committee of the Executive Council of Canada 
expressed themselves “more than ever impressed with the importance of opening up to 
settlement and cultivation the lands lying between Lake Superior and the Rocky 
Mountains,” and expressed the opinion that the first step towards settlement was the 
extinction of all claim by the Hudson’s Bay Company to proprietary rights in the soil or 
exclusive right of trade. 

By Mr. Cardwell’s despatch of the 17th June, 1866, it appears that the Ministers of 
the then Province of Canada desired that the North-West Territory should be made over 


to that Province, and undertook to negotiate with the Company for the termination of 
their rights. 


* Sess. Papers, Can., 1870, No. 12. 


- 
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On the 22nd of June, 1866, the Executive Council of Canada expressed the opinion 
that the most inviting parts of the territory would shortly be peopled by persons whom 
the Company were unable to control, and who would establish a Government and 
tribunals of their own, and assert their political independence; that such a community 
would cut British North America in two, and retard or prevent their communication by 
railway, and, therefore, that “the future interests of Canada and all British North 
America were vitally concerned in the immediate establishment of a strong Government 
there, and in its settlement as a part of the British colonial system.” 

They express their conviction that the Confederate Government and Legislature will 
feel it to be one of their first duties to open negotiations with the Company for the 
transfer of their claims to the territory which, but for the approach of Confederation, 
they would themselves have done. And meantime they pray Her Majesty’s Government 
to discountenance and prevent any such sales of any portion of the territory as had then 
been proposed to its existing proprietors. 

By the Act of Parliament which effected Confederation, the Queen was authorized 
on certain terms to annex these territories to the Dominion. These powers the Canadian 
Parliament prayed her to exercise. Her Majesty’s Government were unable to concur 
in the terms on which the transfer was proposed to be made; but after prolonged nego- 
tiations and the passing of a second Act of Parliament, fresh terms were agreed upon 
between the Hudson’s Bay Company and the representatives of the colony, and were 
embodied in a second address from the Canadian Parliament. The other requisite 
instruments have been prepared, and the ‘Canadian Government itself has named, first, 
the Ist October, and next, the 1st of December, for the completion of the transfer. 
Meanwhile the Company have been informed, by the agents of the Canadian Government 
(Messrs. Baring and Glyn), that the indemnity of £300,000 will be paid on due proof of 
the completion of their surrender. 

Throughout these negotiations it has never been hinted that the Company is to be 
bound to hand over its territory in a state of tranquillity. Rather its inability to secure 
that tranquillity, and the dangers resulting from that inability to the neighbouring 
colony, is taken for granted as a reason why its responsibilities should be adopted by 
Canada. 

This being the state of the case, the Canadian Government, in anticipation of the 
transfer, now agreed on by all parties, undertook certain operations in respect of land, 
subject in the first instance to a faint protest from the Company, and directed the future 
Lieutenant-Governor to enter the territory. The result, unfortunately, has not met the 
expectations of the Colonial Government. 

Mr. McDougall was met, it appears, by armed resistance, and the disturbances 
caused by his presence seem to have resulted in the plunder of the Company’s stores, and 
the occupation of Fort Garry by the insurgent portion of the population. 

But the Canadian Government having, by this measure, given an occasion to an 
outburst of violence in a territory which they have engaged to take over, now appear to 
claim the right of postponing indefinitely the completion of their engagements to the 
Company, and of imposing on Her Majesty’s Government the responsibility of putting 
down the resistance which has thus arisen. 

This, at least, I understand from the passages “on surrender by the Company to the 
Queen of Great Britain, the government of the Company ceases,” and ‘Canada cannot 
accept the transfer unless quiet possession can be given.” 

You will, however, perceive on referring to the Act of Parliament 31 and 32 Vict. 
cap. 105, that if, on the one hand, the Parliament of Canada embodies in an address the 
terms on which they are prepared to receive Rupert’s Land into the Dominion; and if, 
on the other hand, the Company surrenders their territory on terms agreed on with Her 
Majesty, it merely remains for Her Majesty, first, by acceptance of the surrender, and 
next, by Order in Council, to give effect to the arrangement thus agreed to by both 
parties ; and it is provided that the surrender of the territory becomes null and void, 
unless, within a month of its acceptance by the Queen, Rupert’s Land is, by such Order 
in Council, admitted into the Dominion of Canada. 

You will see, therefore, that it is impossible for Her Majesty to accept the surrender 
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of the Hudson’s Bay Oompany’s territory unless it is certain within a month to be 
transferred to Canada. 

Unless, therefore, it is to be so transferred, it must remain under the jurisdiction of 
the Company, and liable to all the disorders which are to be expected when the prestige 
of a Government, long known to be inadequate, is shaken by the knowledge that it is 
also expiring, and by the appearance, however well intended, of its successor. This is not 
a state of things in which Her Majesty’s Government ought to acquiesce, if they have the 
power of preventing it. 

The British Government is, by the Act of Parliament, practically invested with the 
power, and therefore the duty, of giving effect to what has been deliberately agreed upon 
between the Company and the colony. If, after all that has passed, the Company. present 
their surrender and claim its acceptance by Her Majesty as a means of enabling them to 
enforce obligations which it is too late to repudiate, and for the fulfilment of which the 
Canadian Government has itself fixed a time, I do not see how it is possible for Her 
Majesty’s Government to reject their application on the grounds put forward by your 
Ministers. 

I am glad to see that they are doing what they can to assist in the restoration 
of order, and I should not have been surprised to learn that, while completing the 
transaction practically, as between themselves and the Company, they were desirous of 
choosing their own moment for a public announcement of the change of jurisdiction. 

But while Her Majesty’s Government would have been ready to acquiesce in any 
such short postponement of the formal Act of transfer, they do not feel that they are at 
liberty to treat the transaction as capable of being re-opened, or that they can refuse an 
application from the Company to complete a transfer which appears to them, not merely 
the only means of providing for the restoration of order, but also to be due as a matter 
of mere justice to one of the parties. 

Her Majesty’s Government have reason to believe that the Hudson’s Bay Company 
feel it to be their interest, and it is their wish, to assist to the extent of their power the 
Government of the Dominion ; and I have to instruct you to impress strongly upon your 
Ministers, the anxious desire of Her Majesty’s Government to make the authority of the 
Queen available in their support. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your most obedient, humble servant, 


GRANVILLE. 
Governor-General 


The Rt. Hon. Sir John Young, Bart., G.C.B., G.C.M.G., 
etc., etc., etc. 


Report oF A CoMMITTEE OF THE Privy CounciL, CANADA, DATED THE 16TH 
DECEMBER, 1869.* 


The Committee of Council have had before them the despatch of the Right Hon. 
the Secretary of State for the Colonies of the 30th ult., on the subject of the two 
telegrams sent by your Excellency on the 23rd and 27th ult., to the Colonial Office, on 
the subject of the disturbances in the Red River Settlement. 

The Committee readily acknowledge the correctness of the narrative in the despatch 
of the proceedings which resulted in the final arrangements for the transfer of the North- 
Western Territory to Canada. 

The circumstances which created the desire of the Government and people of Canada 
to acquire that country, have been so often and so recently stated, that they do not seem 
to require reiteration. It was alike the interest of Her Majesty’s Government, Canada, 
and the Hudson’s Bay Company, that the transfer should be made. Canada still desires 
to acquire the territory, and is quite ready to perform all the obligations that she has 


* Sess. Papers, Can., 1870, No. 12. 
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cet 


incurred under the recent arrangements made with Her Majesty’s Government and the 
Company for the completion of the transfer. 

At the same time, it would seem clear that if Canada is bound to accept the transfer 
of the territory, the Company is equally bound to make it. It surely was never contem- 
plated by any of the parties engaged in the negotiations that the transfer was to be a 
mere interchange of instruments. It must, from the nature of things, have been under- 
stood by all parties, that the surrender by the Company to the Queen, and the transfer 
by Her Majesty to the Dominion, was not to be one of title only. The Company was to 
convey not only their rights under the charter, but the territory itself of which it was in 
possession, and the territory so conveyed was to be transferred by Her Majesty to Canada, 

That there would be an armed resistance by the inhabitants to the transfer was, it is 
to be presumed, unexpected by all parties; it certainly was so by the Canadian 
Government. 

In this regard, the Company cannot be acquitted of all blame. They had an old 
and fully organized Government in the country, to which the people appeared to render 
ready obedience. Their Governor was advised by Council, in which some of the leading 
residents had seats. ‘They had every means of information as to the state of feeling 
existing in the country. 

They knew, or ought to have known, the light in which the proposed negotiations 
were viewed by the people under their rule. If they were aware of the feeling of 
discontent, they ought frankly to have stated it to the Imperial and Canadian Govern- 
ments. If they were ignorant of the discontent, the responsibility of such wilful blindness 
on the part of their officers must rest upon them. 

For more than a year these negotiations have been actively proceeded with, and it 


was the duty of the Company to have prepared the people under its rule for the change—_ 


to have explained the precautions taken to protect the interests of the inhabitants, and to 
have removed any misapprehensions that may have existed among them. 

It appears that no steps of any kind, in that direction, were taken. The people have 
been led to suppose that they have been sold to Canada, with an utter disregard of their 
rights and position. 


When Governor McTavish visited Canada in June last, he was in communication — 
with the Canadian Government, and he never intimated that he had even a suspicion of — 
discontent existing, nor did he make any suggestions as to the best mode of effecting the - 


proposed change, with the assent of the inhabitants. 


Lord Granville states that ‘Throughout these negotiations, it has never been | 


hinted that the Company is to be bound to hand over its térritory in a state of tranquillity. 
Rather its inability to secure that tranquillity, and the dangers resulting from that 


inability to the neighbouring colony, is taken for granted as a reason why its responsi- 


bilities should be adopted by Canada.” Now the obvious reason why no express stipulation 
to that effect was made was, that it was assumed, by all parties, that the Company had 


both the right and the power to hand over the territory. It was in a state of tranquillity, . 


and no suggestion was made of the possibility of such tranquillity being disturbed. 


Canada did not allege, nor did the Company admit, any inability on the part of the latter . 


to secure the tranquillity of the country in its present condition. 
It is true that Canada had pointed out that in the future, with the population of the 
United States rapidly pressing forward towards the boundaries of the North-West 


territory, such pressure would soon overflow into British territory, and that the Company | 


would, in such case, be unable to govern or control the large and alien population which 
might then take possession of the fertile country along the frontier. 

But this state of things has not yet arisen, and the resistance comes not from any 
strangers or new comers, but from those born and brought up under the government of 
the Company, and who have hitherto yielded it a willing allegiance. 


These statements are not made as a matter of complaint against the Company, but | 


simply as a justification of the course taken by the Canadian Government, which is 
observed upon in the despatch. That course has been governed solely by a desire to carry 
out the transfer under the arrangement in the quietest and best manner possible ; and in 
a way that will not leave behind it any cause for discontent or disquiet in the future. 
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The resistance of these misguided people is evidently not against. the Sovereignty of 
Her Majesty or the Government of the Hudson’s Bay Company, but to the assumption of 
the government by Canada. 

They profess themselves satisfied to remain as they are, and that if the present 
system of government were allowed to continue, they would at once disperse to their 
homes. 

It is obvious, then, that the wisest course to pursue is, for the present, to continue 
the authority of the Company, which the insurgents affect to respect, while steps are 
being taken to remove the misapprehensions which exist, and to reconcile the people 
to the change. 
| Any hasty attempt by the Canadian Government to force their rule upon the 
insurgents would probably result in armed resistance and bloodshed. Every other course 
should be tried before resort is had to force. If life were once lost in an encounter 
between a Canadian force and the inhabitants, the seeds of hostility to Canada and 
Canadian rule would be sown, and might create an ineradicable hatred to the union of 
the countries, and thus mar the future prosperity of British America. 
| If anything like hostilities should commence, the temptation to the wild Indian 
tribes, and to the restless adventurers who abound in the United States (many of them 
with military experience gained in the late civil war), to join the insurgents, would be 
almost irresistible. Already it is said that the Fenian organization look upon this rising 
as another means of exhibiting their hatred to England. 

_ No one can foresee the end of the complications that might thus be occasioned, not 
only as between Canada and the North-West, but between the United States and England. 

From a sincere conviction of the gravity of the situation, and not from any desire to 
repudiate or postpone the performance of any of their engagements, the Canadian 
Government have urged a temporary delay of the transfer. 

This is not a question of money—it may be one of peace or war. It is one in which 
the present and future prosperity of the British possessions in North America is involved, 
which prosperity hasty action might permanently prejudice. 

Even were the £300,000 paid over, the impolicy of putting an end to the only 
constituted authority existing in the country and compelling Canada to assert her title 
by force would remain. 

It is better to have the semblance of a government in the country than none at all. 
While the issue of the Proclamation would put an end to the government of the Hudson’s 
Bay Company, it would not substitute government by Canada therefor. Such a govern- 
ment is physically impossible until the armed resistance is ended, and thus a state of 
anarchy and confusion wonld ensue, and a legal status might be given to any Government 
de facto, formed by the inhabitants for the protection of their lives and property. 
| On a review of the whole circumstances, the Committee would recommend that your 

Excellency should urge upon Her Majesty’s Government the expediency of allowing 
-Imatters to remain as they are until quiet is restored, or, in case of failure of all effort to 
do so, the time should have arrived when it is possible to enter the country in force, and 
compel obedience to Her Majesty’s Proclamation and authority. 
| As by the terms of the late Act, the surrender to the Queen must be followed, within 
a month, by Her Majesty’s Order in Council, admitting Rupert’s Land into the Dominion 
of Canada, the proper course seems to be that the surrender itself should be postponed, 
and that the purchase money should remain on deposit meanwhile. 

The Committee would also request your Excellency to assure Lord Granville, that 
the Government here have taken, and are taking, active measures to bring about a 
happier state of affairs. 


7 They have sent on a mission of peace to the French half-breeds now in arms, the 
Very Reverend Mr. Thibault, Vicar-General (who has laboured as a clergyman among 
them for thirty-nine years), accompanied by Colonel de Salabery, a gentleman well 
acquainted with the country, and with the manners and feelings of the inhabitants, 
‘These gentlemen are fully informed of the beneficent intentions of the Canadian 
Government, and can disabuse the minds of the people of the misrepresentations made 


by designing foreigners. : 
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They have also sent Mr. Donald A. Smith, the Chief Agent of the Hudson’s Bay 
Company, at Montreal, as a Special Commissioner. From his position as an officer of the 
Company, he is likely to obtain ready access to Fort Garry, where he can strengthen the 
hands of Governor McTavish (now weakened by long illness), and arrange with the loyal 
and well-affected portion of the people for:a restoration of order. 

It is confidently hoped that the measures taken will succeed, but in the event of 
failure, the Government are making preparations, by the construction of boats, and 
otherwise, for sending a military force in early spring. In these efforts the Canadian 
Government are glad to believe that they will. have the hearty co-operation of Her 
Majesty’s Government, and the Hudson’s Bay Company. 


JoHn A. MACDONALD. 
16th December, 1869. 


THE GovERNOR OF THE Hupson’s Bay Company TO THE UNDER-SECRETARY.* 


Hupson’s Bay Housr, © i 
Lonpon, December 28th, 1869. t 


Str,—I am desired by the Committee of the Hudson’s Bay Company to transmitie 
you, for the information of Earl Granville, copies of the several communications named 
in the accompanying lists, some of which have been already privately forwarded to his, 
Lordship. + 

The Committee regret extremely the unfortunate occurrences described by Mr. 
’ McTavish. They are most anxious to co- -operate with Her Majesty’s Government in any 
measures which Earl Granville may think it expedient to adopt with a view to the 
restoration of order, and the settlement of the Territory. They sincerely trust that these 
objects may be attained without the employment of force, and above all without a collision. 
between the different sections of the population of the Red River Settlement, feeling’ 
assured that the effects of any such collision would be very disastrous to the prosperity 
of the country. At the same time they desire me to express to Earl Granville ther. 
conviction that it is most undesirable to leave matters in their present undefined’ 
position. The Company’s authority which (as Lord Granville is aware) has long been 
exercised under a sense of difficulty, has been greatly weakened by the steps which’ 
have been taken for the transfer of the country to the Dominion of Canada; 
a transfer which, according to the arrangements publicly and officially announced, 
ought to have been formally completed on the Ist instant. On the other hand, the’ 
authority of the Dominion has not yet been established ; and the announcement that the 
Dominion Government intend to withhold the purchase | money, and therefore, of course, 
to abstain from accepting the responsibility of government until the present troubles are 
at an end, must naturally deprive their action of any force. 

The ‘Committee cannot recognize, in the circumstances which have occurred, any 
reason for the Dominion Government delaying the performance of the engagements into 
which they have entered, under the sanction of Her Majesty’s Government, with this’ 
Company, and they trust that Earl Granville will take measures for giving ‘immediate’ 
effect to that engagement, formally placing the Settlement under the charge of the’ 
authority which must be responsible for its good government, and at the same time causing 
the stipulated price of the land to be handed over to the Company. 


I have, etc., 1 


StarrorD H. Norrucote, } 

Governor. 

Sir F. Rogers, Bart., etc., etc., etc., i 
Colonial Office. } 


* Sess. Papers, Can., 1870, No. 12. 
+ [These relate to the disturbances in the Red River Settlement.—G. E. L.] 


PROPOSED POSTPONEMENT OF TRANFER IN CONSEQUENCE. 197 


THE UNDER-SECRETARY TO THE GOVERNOR OF THE Hupson’s Bay Company.* 


Downine STREET, 
8th January, 1870. 


Sir,—I am directed by Earl Granville to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of 
he 28th of December, relating to the disturbances which have occurred in the Red River 
‘attlement, and urging that the arrangements for the transfer of the territories may 
roceed, and the stipulated price be paid over to the Hudson’s Bay Company without delay. 
Lord Granville desires me to inform you, that he has lately received from the 
tovernor-General of Canada, a Minute of the Privy Council of the Dominion, conveying 
he expression of their views on the present position of the Canadian Government in 
egard to this question. 

In this Minute, the Canadian Government repeat the expression of their desire to 
cquire the territory, and of their readiness to perform all the obligations incurred by 
Yanada under the recent arrangements for the completion of the transfer. They urge a 
emporary delay in proceeding with the transfer, from a conviction of the gravity of the 
bresent situation, and not from any desire to repudiate or postpone the performance of 
ny of their engagements. They submit that the government of the Company, which the 
inhabitants have been accustomed to respect, should be continued while steps are being 
iaken to remove the misapprehensions which exist, and to reconcile the people to the 
change. 

They point out, that any hasty attempt by the Canadian Government to force their 
rule on the insurgents might lead to bloodshed, and sow an ineradicable hatred to the 
inion of the countries, and thus mar the further prosperity of British North Americaj; 
and they represent that even were the purchase money paid over to the Company at once, 
|t would not the less remain impolitic to put an end to the only existing authority in the 
sountry, and compel Canada to assert her title by force. They inform Lord Granville 
hat they are taking active measures to bring about a happier state of affairs. They have 
sent on a mission of peace to the French half-breeds, now in arms, the Very Revd. Mr. 
Thibault, Vicar-General (who has laboured as a clergymen among them for thirty-nine 
years), and also Colonel de Salabery, a gentleman well acquainted with the country, and 
jwith the manners and feelings of the inhabitants. 

| They have also sent Mr. Donald A. Smith, the Chief Agent of the Hudson’s Bay 
‘Company, at Montreal, as a Special Commissioner. From his position as an officer of the 
\Company, the Committee anticipate that he will obtain ready access to Fort Garry, and 
‘that he will be able to strengthen the hands of Governor McTavish, and arrange with the 
loyal and well-affected portion of the people for a restoration of order. The Committee 
‘express their confident hope that these measures will succeed ; but, in the event of failure, 
‘the Canadian Government are making preparations for sending a military force in the 
early spring. 

| Lord Granville desires me to add that the reasons given by the Canadian Government 
for delaying the transfer, weighty in themselves, become practically conclusive, when it is 
‘considered that Her Majesty’s Government and the Hudson’s Bay Company must alike 
look to that Government for the praetical accomplishment of the transfer, and that they 
lappear, in fact, to be conducting it in the spirit which Her Majesty’s Government 
‘approve, and which is most calculated to avoid that injury to the trade of the Company 
which Mr. McTavish anticipated from any violent measures. 

Lord Granville, moreover, learns from the law officers of the Crown, that, although 
it would be competent to Her Majesty’s Government to complete the transfer by accepting 
‘the surrender of the Company, and issuing the requisite Order in Council, yet this 
‘acceptance would not place the Company in a position to obtain, by any legal process, the 
‘sum of £300,000 recently deposited by Mr. Rose for the purpose of being available for 
‘their payment ; and considering that even after the surrender is completed, questions may 
possibly arise, or further arrangements may have to be made, between the Hudson’s Bay 
Company and the Canadian Government, his Lordship believes that a short delay in the 
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completion of the contract, however in itself inconvenient, may be more than compensated 


by ensuring that the surrender is finally effected with the full consent and agreement of 
both parties interested. 
I am, etc., 
F. Rogers. 
The Right Honourable Sir Stafford H. Northcote, Bart., etc. 


Tae ConontAL SECRETARY TO THE GovERNOR-GENERAL.* 


Downine STREET, 
8th January, 1870. 


No, 134, Nov. 25th, 1869. S1r,—I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your 
«“ ne net on « despatches noted in the margin, relating to the recent disturbances 
“ 156, “ 17th, “ in the Red River Settlement. In the despatch No. 156 you 
, 164, © 23rd, “* enclose copy of the Minute of the Privy Council of Canada, 

ne m8 yam P82Y> conveying their views on the present position of the Canadian 

Colonial Office, Jan. 8th, Government in regard to the transfer of the Hudson’s Bay 

70. Company’s terrifories to Canada. I transmit, for your information, 

a copy of a letter on this subject, which has been received from the Hudson’s Bay Company.. 

together with a copy of the answer which I have caused to be returned toit. * * * 

[The remainder omitted as being irrelevant.—G. E. L.] 

I have, etc., 
GRANVILLE. 
Governor-General, 


The Rt. Hon. Sir John Young, Bart., G.C.B., G.C.M.G., 


etc., eto., etc. 


Aw Act To AmEnD anp Continue THE Act 32 AnD 33 Vicroria, CHAPTER 3; AND TO | 


EsTABLISH AND PROVIDE FOR THE GOVERNMENT OF THE Province oF Manirosa.t 
( Extract. ) 
Whereas it is probable that Her Majesty the Queen may, pursuant to the “ British 


North America Act, 1867,” be pleased to admit Rupert’s Land and the North-Western | 
Territory into the Union or Dominion of Canada, before the next session of the Parliament: ° 


of Canada: 


And whereas it is expedient to prepare for the transfer of the said territories to the — 


Government of Canada at the time appointed by the Queen for such admission : 


And whereas it is expedient also to provide for the organization of part of the said _ 
territories as a Province, and for the establishment of a Government therefor, and to make 
provision for the civil government of the remaining part of the said territories, not in- _ 


cluded within the limits of the Province: 


Therefore Her Majesty, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate and House: 


of Commons of Canada, enacts as follows: 


1. On, from and after the day upon which the Queen, by and with the advice and 


consent of Her Majesty’s Most Honourable Privy Council, under the authority of the’l146th 
section of the “ British North America Act, 1867,” shall, by Order in Council in that behalf, 
admit Rupert’s Land and the North-Western Territory into the Union or Dominion of 
Canada, there shall be formed out of the same a Province, which shall be one of the Prov- 
inces of the Dominion of Canada, and which shall be called the Province of Manitoba, 
and be bounded as follows: that is to say, commencing at the point where the meridian of 
ninty-six degrees west longitude from Greenwich intersects the parallel of forty-nine degrees. 
north latitude; thence due west along the said parallel of forty-nine degrees north latitude: 


* Sess. Papers, Can., 1870, No. 12. 
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(which forms a portion of the boundary line between the United States of America and 
the said North-Western Territory) to the meridian of ninety-nine degrees of west longi- 
tude ; thence due north along the said meridian of ninety-nine degrees west longitude, to 
the intersection of the same with the parallel of fifty degrees and thirty minutes north 
latitude ; thence due east along the said parallel of fifty degrees and thirty minutes north 
latitude to its intersection with the before-mentioned meridian of ninety-six degrees west 
longitude ; thence due south along the said meridian of ninety-six degrees west longitude 
to the place of beginning. 

2. On, from and after the said day on which the Order of the Queen in Council shall 
take effect as aforesaid, the provisions of the “British North America Act, 1867,” shall, 
except those parts thereof which are in terms made, or by reasonable intendment, may be 
held to be specially applicable to, or only to affect one or more, but not the whole of the 
Provinces now composing the Dominion, and except so far as the same may be varied by 
this Act, be applicable to the Province of Manitoba, in the same way, and to the lke 
extent as they apply to the several Provinces of Canada, and as if the Province of Mani- 
toba had been one of the Provinces originally united by the said Act. 

30. All ungranted or waste lands in the Province shall be, from and after the date 
of the said transfer, vested in the Crown, and administered by the Government of Canada, 
for the purposes of the Dominion, subject to, and except and so far as the same may be 
affected by, the conditions and stipulations contained in the agreement for the surrender 


of Rupert’s Land by the Hudson’s Bay Company to Her Majesty. 


31. And whereas it is expedient, towards the extinguishment of the Indian title to 
the lands in the Province, to appropriate a portion of such ungranted lands, to the extent 
of one million four hundred thousand acres thereof, for the benefit of the families of the 
half-breed residents, it is thereby enacted, that, under regulations to be from time to time 
made by the Governor-General in Council, the Lieutenant-Governor shall select such lots. 
or tracts in such parts of the Province as he may deem expedient, to the extent aforesaid, 
and divide the same among the children of the half-breed heads of families residing in the: 
Province at the time the said transfer to Canada, and the same shall be granted to the said 
children respectively, in such mode and on such conditions as to settlement and otherwise 
as the Governor-General in Council may from time to time determine. 

32. For the quieting of titles, and assuring to the settlers in the Province the peace- 
able possession of the lands now held by¢them, it is enacted as follows :— 

(1) All grants of land in freehold made by the Hudson’s Bay Company up to the 
eighth day of March, in the year 1869, shall, if required by the owner, be confirmed by 
grant from the Crown. 

(2) All grants of estates less than freehold in land made by the Hudson’s Bay Com- 
pany up to the eighth day of March aforesaid, shall, if required by the owner, be converted 
into an estate in freehold by grant from the Crown. 

(3) All titles by occupancy with the sanction and under the license and authority of 
the Hudson’s Bay Company up to the eighth day of March aforesaid, of land in that part 
of the Province in which the Indian title has been extinguished, shall, if required by the 
owner, be converted into an estate in freehold by grant from the Crown. 

34. Nothing in this Act shall in any way prejudice or affect the rights or properties 
of the Hudson’s Bay Company, as contained in the conditions under which that Company 
surrendered Rupert’s Land to Her Majesty. ° 

35. And with respect to such portion of Rupert’s Land and the North- Western 
Territory, as is not included in the Province of Manitoba, it is hereby enacted, that the 
Lieutentant-Governor of the said Province shall be appointed, by Commission under the 
Great Seal of Canada, to be the Lieutenant-Governor of the same, under the name of the 
North-West Territories, aud subject to the provisions of the Act in the next section men- 
tioned. 

36. Except as hereinbefore is enacted and provided, the Act of the Parliament of 
Canada, passed in thé now last session thereof, and entitled ‘“ An Act for the Temporary 
Government of Rupert’s Land, and the North-Western Territory when united with 
Canada,” is hereby re-enacted, extended and continued in force until the first day of 
January, 1871, and until the end of the session of Parliament then next succeeding. 
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ImpreRIAL ORDER IN CoUNCIL FOR THE ADMISSION OF RupERT’s LAND AND THE NorTH- 
WESTERN TERRITORY INTO THE DOoMINION.* 


At the Court at Winpsor, the 23rd day of June, 1870. 
Present : 


The Queen’s Most Excellent Majesty. 
Lord President. 
Lord Privy Seal. 
Lord Chamberlain. 
Mr. Gladstone. 


Whereas by the “ British North America Act, 1867,” it was (amongst other things) 
enacted that it should be lawful for the Queen, by and with the advice of Her Majesty’s 
Most Honourable Privy Council, on Address from the Houses of the Parliament of 
Canada to admit Rupert’s Land and the North-Western Territory, or either of them, into 
the Union on such terms and conditions in each case as should be in the Addresses 
expressed, and as the Queen should think fit to approve, subject to the provisions of the 
said Act. And it was further enacted that the provisions of any Order in Council in that 
behalf should have effect as if they had been enacted by the Parliament of the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland : 

And whereas by an Address from the Houses of the Parliament of Canada, of which 
Address a copy is contained in the Schedule to this Order annexed, marked A, Her 
Majesty was prayed, by and with the advice of Her Most Honourable Privy Council, to 
unite Rupert’s Land and the North-Western Territory with the Dominion of Canada, 
and to grant to the Parliament of Canada authority to legislate for the future welfare 
and good government upon the terms and conditions therein stated : 

And whereas by the “ Rupert’s Land Act, 1868,” it was (amongst other things) 
enacted that it should be competent for the Governor and Company of Adventurers of 
England trading into Hudson’s Bay (hereinafter called the Company) to surrender to Her 
Majesty, and for Her Majesty, by any instrument under Her Sign Manual and Signet to 
accept a surrender of all or any of the lands, territories, rights, privileges, liberties, fran- 
chises, powers and authorities whatsoever, granted or purported to be granted by certain 
letters patent therein recited to the said Company within Rupert’s Land, upon such 
terms and conditions as should be agreed upon by and between Her Majesty and the said 
Company; provided, however, that such surrender should not be accepted by Her 
Majesty until the terms and conditions upon which Rupert’s Land should be admitted 
into the said Dominion of Canada should have been approved of by Her Majesty and 
embodied in an Address to Her Majesty from both the Houses of the Parliament of 
Canada, in pursuance of the 146th section of the ‘‘ British North America Act, 1867.” 

And it was by the same Act further enacted that it should be competent to Her 
Majesty, by Order or Orders in Council, on Addresses from the Houses of the Parliament 
of Canada, to declare that Rupert’s Land should, from a date to be therein mentioned, 
be admitted into and become part of the Dominion of Canada: 

And whereas a second Address from both the Houses of the Parliament of Canada 
has been received by Her Majesty praying that Her Majesty will be pleased, under the 
provisions of the hereinbefore recited Acts, to unite Rupert’s Land on the terms and con- 
ditions expressed in certain Resolutions therein referred to and approved of by Her 
Majesty, of which said Resolutions and Address copies are contained in the Schedule to 
this Order annexed, marked B, and also to unite the North-Western Territory with the 
Dominion of Canada, as prayed for by and on the terms and conditions contained in the 
hereinbefore first recited Address, and also approved of by Her Majesty : 

And whereas a draft Surrender has been submitted to the Governor-General of 
Canada containing stipulations to the following effect, viz. :— 

1. The sum of £300,000 (being the sum hereinafter mentioned) shall be paid by the 


* Prefix to Statutes of Canada, 1872, p. lxiii. 
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Canadian Government into the Bank of England to the credit of the Company within six 
calendar months. after acceptance of the surrender aforesaid, with interest on the said sum 
at the rate of five per cent. per annum, computed from the date of such acceptance until 
the time of such payment. 

2. The size of the blocks which the Company are to select adjoining each of their 
forts in the Red River limits, shall be as follows :— 


Acres. 
Upper Fort Garry and town of Winnipeg, including the enclosed park 
around shop, and ground at the entrance of the town.............. 500 
Lower Fort Garry (including the farm the Company now have under 
SMUD I VAIO ALPE StL ere mete a eat. ls ah oeiLabe Oneida IAS axa! 500 
UVTI a (6s: 2 Sd EN aga ocak Ls cs Po a 8 Ree Pec RS 500 


3. The deduction to be made as hereinafter mentioned from the price of the materials 
of the electric telegraph, in respect of deterioration thereof, is to be certified within 
three calendar months from such acceptance as aforesaid by the agents of the Company 
in charge of the depots where the materials are stored. And the said price is to be paid 
by the Canadian Government into the Bank of England to the credit of the Company 
within six calendar months of such acceptance, with interest at the rate of five per cent. per 
annum on the amount of such price, computed from the date of such acceptance until the 
time of payment. 

And whereas the said draft was on the fifth day of July, one thousand eight hundred 
and sixty-nine, approved by the said Governor-General in accordance with a Report from 
the Committee of the Queen’s Privy Council for Canada; but it was not expedient that 
the said stipulations, not being contained in the aforesaid second Address, should be 
included in the Surrender by the said Company to Her Majesty of their rights aforesaid 
or in this Order in Council. 

And whereas the said Company did by deed under the seal of the said Company, 
and bearing date the nineteenth day of November, one thousand eight hundred and 
sixty-nine, of which deed a copy is contained in the schedule to this order annexed, 
marked C, surrender to Her Majesty all the rights of government, and other rights, 
privileges, liberties, franchises, powers and authorities granted, or purported to be granted 
to the said Company by the said letters patent herein and hereinbefore referred to, and 
also all similar rights which may have been exercised or assumed by the said Company 
in any parts of British North America not forming part of Rupert’s Land, or of Canada, 
or of British Columbia, and all the lands and territories (except and subject as in the 
terms and conditions therein mentioned) granted or purported to be granted to the said 
Company by the said letters patent : 

And whereas such surrender has been duly accepted by Her Majesty, by an instru- 
ment under her Sign Manual and Signet, bearing date at Windsor, the twenty-second 
day of June, one thousand eight hundred and seventy : 

It is hereby ordered and declared by Her Majesty, by and with the advice of the 
Privy Council, in pursuance and exercise of the powers vested in Her Majesty by the 
said Acts of Parliament, that from and after the fifteenth day of July, one thousand eight 
hundred and seventy, the said North-Western Territory shall be admitted into and become 
part of the Dominion of Canada upon the terms and conditions set forth in the first 
hereinbefore recited Address, and that the Parliament of Canada shall, from the day 
aforesaid, have full power and authority to legislate for the future welfare and good 
government of the said territory. And it is further ordered that, without prejudice to 
any obligations arising from the aforesaid approved Report, Rupert’s Land shall, from 
and after the said date, be admitted into and become part of the Dominion of Canada upon 
the following terms and conditions, being the terms and conditions still remaining to be 
performed of those embodied in the said second Address of the Parliament of Canada, 
and approved of by Her Majesty as aforesaid :— | 

1. Canada is to pay to the Company £300,000, when Rupert’s Land is transferred to 


the Dominion of Canada. 
2. The Company are to retain the posts they actually occupy in the North-Western 
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Territory, and may, within twelve months of the surrender, select a block of land 
adjoining each of its posts within any part of British North America not comprised in 
Canada and British Columbia, in conformity, except as regards the Red River Territory, 
with a list made out by the Company and communicated to the Canadian Ministers, being 
the list in the Schedule of the aforesaid Deed of Surrender. The actual survey is to be 
proceeded with, with all convenient speed. 

3. The size of each block is not to exceed [10] acres round Upper Fort Garry ; [300] 
acres round Lower Fort Garry ; in the rest of the Red River Territory a number of acres 
to be settled at once between the Governor in Council and the Company, but so that the 
aggregate extent of the blocks is not to exceed 50,000 acres. 

4. So far as the configuration of the country admits, the blocks shall front the river 
or road by which means of access are provided, and shall be approximately in the shape 
of parallelograms, of which the frontage shall not be more than half the depth. 


5. The Company may, for fifty years after the surrender, claim in any township. 


or district within the Fertile Belt, in which land is set out for settlement, grants of land 
not exceeding one-twentieth part of the land so set out. The blocks so granted to be: 
determined by lot, and the Company to pay a rateable share of the survey expenses, not 


exceeding 8 cents Canadian an acre. The Company may defer the exercise of their’ 


right of claiming the proportion of each township for not more than ten years after it is. 
set out ; but their claim must be limited to an allotment from the lands remaining unsold 
at the time they declare their intention to make it. 

6. For the purpose of the last Article, the Fertile Belt is to be bounded as follows :— 
On the south by the United States’ boundary ; on the west by the Rocky Mountains ;. 
on the north by the northern branch of the Saskatchewan ; on the east by Lake Winni- 
peg, the Lake of the Woods, and the waters connecting them. 

7. If any township shall be formed abutting on the north bank of the northern. 
branch of the Saskatchewan River, the Company may take their one-twentieth of any 
such township, which for the purpose of this Article shall not extend more than five miles. 
inland from the river, giving to the Canadian Dominion an equal quantity of the portion: 
of lands coming to them of townships established on the southern bank. 

8. In laying out any public roads, canals, ete, through any block of land reserved: 
to the Company, the Canadian Government may take, without compensation, such land 
as is necessary for the purpose, not exceeding one twenty-fifth of the total acreage of the 
block ; but if the Canadian Government require any land which is actually under culti- 
vation, or which has been built upon, or which is necessary for giving the Company’s ser- 
vants access to any river or lake, or has a frontage to any river or lake, they shall pay to: 
the Company the fair value of the same, and shall make compensation for any injury done 
to the Company or their servants. 


9. It is understood that the whole of the land to be appropriated within the meaning 


of the last preceding clause shall be appropriated for public purposes. 

10. All titles to land up to the eighth day of March, one thousand eight hundred and 
sixty-nine, conferred by the Company are to be confirmed. 

11. The Company is to be at liberty to carry on its trade without hindrance in its 
corporate capacity, and no exceptional tax is to be placed on the Company’s land, trade 
or servants, nor any import duties on goods introduced by them previous to the surrender. 

12. Canada is to take over the materials of the electric telegraph at cost price—such 
price including transport, but not including interest for money, and subject to a deduction 
for asvertained deterioration. 

13. The Company’s claim to land under agreements of Messrs. Vankoughnet and 
Hopkins is to be withdrawn. 

14, Anyclaims of Indians to compensation for lands required for purposes of settlement 
shall be disposed of by the Canadian Government in communication with the Imperial 
Government ; and the Company shall be relieved of all responsibility in respect of them. 

15. The Governor in Council is authorized and empowered to arrange any details 
that may be necessary to carry out*the above terms and conditions. 

And the Right Honourable Earl Granville, one of Her Majesty’s principal Secretaries 
of State, is to give the necessary directions herein accordingly. 
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SCHEDULES. 
[Referred to in the foregoing Order in Council. | 
Schedule (A). 


[Address to Her Majesty the Queen from the Senate and House of Commons of 
Canada, to be found in order of date, December 16th and 17th, 1867, ante, p. 128. ] 


Schedule (B). 
1. Resolutions. 


[Resolutions of the Senate and House of Commons of Canada, to be found in order 
of date, May 28th, 1869, ante, p. 182.] 


2. Address. 


[Address to Her Majesty the Queen from the Senate and House of Commons of 
Canada, to be found in order of date, May 29th and 31st, 1869, ante, p. 183. | 


Schedule (C). 


[Deed of Surrender, the Hudson’s Bay Company to Her Majesty Queen Victoria, to 
be found in order of date, 19th November, 1869, ante, p. 185.] 


Report oF MINISTER OF JUSTICE ADVISING IMPERIAL LEGISLATION FOR CONFIRMATION OF 
Manitospa ACT AND FOR AUTHORIZING THE ESTABLISHMENT AND THE ALTERATION 
oF THE Limits oF PROVINCES.* 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
Orrawa, Dec. 29th, 1870. 


The undersigned has the honour to report to your Excellency that during the last 
session of the Canadian Parliament, while the Act 33 Vic., cap. 3, providing for the 
establishment and government of the Province of Manitoba was under consideration, the 
question was raised as to the power of Parliament to pass the Act, and especially those 
of its provisions which gave the right to the Province to have representatives in the Senate 
and House of Commons of the Dominion. 

“The British North America Act, 1867,” provides that : 

“The Queen in Council on address from the Houses of Parliament of Canada, may 
admit Rupert’s Land and the North-Western Territory, or either of them, into the Union 
on such terms and conditions as are in the address expressed, and as the Queen thinks fit 
to approve, subject to the provisions of this Act ; and any Order in Council in that behalf 
shall have effect as if it had been enacted by the Parliament of the United Kingdom.” 

The address, which was passed by the Parliament of Canada, contained no provisions 
with respect to the future government of the country, the only terms and conditions con- 
tained in it being those agreed upon between the Hudson’s Bay Company and Canada as 
the conditions of their surrender of their Charter to Her Majesty. Even if the terms of 
the address had included a new constitution for the North-West, it must, under the above 
cited section, have been subject to the provisions of the Imperial Act of Union. 

The Rupert’s Land Act, 1868, passed by the Imperial Parliament, provides (5 Section) 
for the admission of Rupert’s Land (but not of the North-Western Territory) into the 


* Sess. Papers, Can., 1871, No. 20, 
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Dominion of Canada; and that, ‘thereupon, it shall be lawful for the Parliament of 
Canada, from the date aforesaid, to make, ordain and establish, within the land and 
territory, so admitted as aforesaid, all such laws, institutions and ordinances, and to con- 
stitute such a court and officers as may be necessary for the peace, order, and good govern- 
ment of Her Majesty’s subjects and others therein.” 

This provision of the Act may fairly be held to have authorized the Canadian Parlia- 
ment to pass the Act, giving a constitution to a portion of Rupert’s Land ; but still the 
question remains, whether, under the two Imperial Acts referred to, it had the power to give 
the people of the new Province representation in the Senate and House of Commons of 
Canada. 

The general purview of the “ British North America Act, 1867,” seems to be confined 
to the three Provinces of Canada, Nova Scotia and New Brunswick, originaily forming 
the Dominion. . 

In the constitution of the Senate the Dominion was divided into three divisions, each 
division having equal representation in that body. It fixes the normal number of the Senate 
at seventy-two, subject to the provisions of the Act ; and the 28th clause provides that 
the number of Senators shall not at any time exceed seventy-eight ; the 147th clause, how- 
ever, enacting that in case of the admission of Newfoundland and Prince Edward Island, 
the normal number of Senators shall be seventy-six, and the maximum eighty-two. 

In like manner the clauses of the Act relating to the constitution of the House of 
Commons give a certain proportionate representation to the Provinces originally consti- 
tuting the Dominion, and make no reference to the increase of numbers from any addition 
to the territory of the Dominion. 

There is in the, Act no provision whatever for representation in the Senate or House 
of Commons of Rupert’s Land and the North-Western Territory, or British Columbia. 

Under these circumstances, as the question as to the constitutionality of the Act of 
the Canadian Parliament has been raised, and as the doubt may cause grave disquiet in the 
territories which have been or may hereafter be added to the Dominion, and in order 
also to prevent the necessity of repeated applications to the Imperial Parliament for legis- 
lation respecting the Dominion, the undersigned has the honour to recommend that the 
Earl of Kimberley be moved to submit to the Imperial Parliament, at its next session, a 
measure, 

1; Confirming the Act of the Canadian Parliament, 33 Vic., cap. 3, above referred 
to, as if it had been an Imperial Statute, and legalizing whatever may have been done 
under it according to its true intent. 

2. Empowering the Dominion Parliament from time to time to establish other Prov- 
inces in the North-Western Territory, with such Local Government, Legislature and con- 
stitution as it may think proper ; provided that no such Local Government or Legislature 
shall have greater powers than those conferred on the Local Governments and Legislatures 
by the “ British North America Act, 1867 ;” and also empowering it to grant such Prov- 
inces representation in the Parliament of the Dominion ; the Acts so constituting such 
Provinces to have the same effect as if passed by the Imperial Parliament at the time of 
the Union. 

3. Empowering the Dominion Parliament to increase or diminish, from time to time, 
the limits of the Province of Manitoba, or of any other Province of the Dominion, with 
the consent of the Government and Legislature of such Province. 

4 Providing that the terms of the suggested Act be applicable to the Province of 
British Columbia whenever it may form part “of the Dominion. 


All which is respectfully submitted. 


JoHn A. MAcDONALD. 


[After some correspondence, the Imperial Act, 34 and 35 Vic., cap. 28, was passed 
to give effect to the above recommendations.—G. E. L. | 
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AN ACT RESPECTING THE ESTABLISHMENT OF PRoVINCES IN THE DOMINION OF 
CANADA.* 


Whereas doubts have been entertained respecting the powers of the Parliament of 
Canada to establish Provinces in territories admitted, or which may hereafter be admitted, 
into the Dominion of Canada, and to provide for the representation of such Provinces in 
the said Parliament, and it is expedient to remove such doubts, and to vest such powers 
in the said Parliament : 

Be it enacted by the Queén’s Most Excellent Majesty, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Lords Spiritual and Temporal, and Commons, in this present Parliament 
assembled, and by the authority of the same, as follows :— 

1. This Act may be cited for all purposes as “ The British North America Act, 1871.” 

2. The Parliament of Canada may from time to time establish new Provinces in any 
territories forming for the time being part of the Dominion of Canada, but not included in 
any Province thereof, and may, at the time of such establishment, make provision for the 
constitution and administration of any such Province, and for the passing of laws for the 
peace, order, and good government of such Province, and for its representation in the 
said Parliament. R 

3. The Parliament of Canada may from time to time, with the consent of the Legis- 
lature of any Province of the said Dominion, increase, diminish, or otherwise alter the 
limits of such Province, upon such terms and conditions as may be agreed to by the said 
Legislature, and may, with the like consent, make provision respecting the effect and 
operation of any such increase or diminution or alteration of territory in relation to any 
Province affected thereby. 

4, The Parliament of Canada may, from time to time, make provision for the admin- 
istration, peace, order, and good government of any territory not for the time being 
included in any Province. 

5. The following Acts passed by the said Parliament of Canada, and intituled 
respectively, “An Act for the temporary government of Rupert’s Land and the North- 
Western Territory when united with Canada ;” and “ An Act to amend and continue the 
Act thirty-two and thirty-three Victoria, chapter three, and to establish and provide for 
the government of the Province of Manitoba,” shall be and be deemed to have been valid 
and effectual for all the purposes whatsoever from the date at which they respectively 
received the assent, in the Queen’s name, of the Governor-General of the said Dominion 
of Canada. 

6. Except as provided by the third section of this Act, it shall not be competent for the 
Parliament of Canada to alter the provisions of the last-mentioned Act of the said Parlia- 
ment in so far as it relates to the Province of Manitoba, or of any other Act hereafter 
establishing new Provinces in the said Dominion, subject always to the right of the Legis- 
lature of the Province of Manitoba to alter from time to time the provisions of any law 
respecting the qualification of electors and members of the Legislative Assembly, and to 
make laws respecting elections in the said Province. 


MEMORANDUM OF THE Hon. J. SANDFIELD MacpoNnaLp, ATTORNEY-GENERAL OF 
ONTARIO. fF 


The undersigned has the honour to draw the attention of your Excellency to the 
necessity which exists for the settlement of the true boundary, or division line, separating 
the Province of Ontario from what is known as the North-West Territory. The impor- 
tance of accomplishing this object was manifest to the Ontario Legislature during its last 
and the preceding sessions, when an appropriation was voted towards defraying the 
expenses which might be incurred by a Commission to be appointed for the purpose. 


* Imp. Stat., 34 and 35 Vic., cap. 28. Assented to 29th June, 1871. 
+ Sess. Papers, Ont., 1873, No. 44, p. 2. 
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The Privy Council at Ottawa also conceiving that action should be taken by them in 
the matter, obtained an appropriation from the Commons for the same object. It therefore 
becomes only necessary that a Commission should be appointed by your Excellency and 
another by the Dominion Government in order that steps may be taken as early as pos- 
sible, as the season is fast advancing, with a view to carry out the purpose for which the 
respective grants were made. It is needless to adduce arguments for. urging the early 
ascertainment of the boundary line. The thoroughfare over which numbers of emigrants 
and other are making their way from Thunder Bay towards Red River requires that they 
should be protected en route, and the jurisdiction to which the authority of this Govern- 
ment extends ought to be clearly defined in view of that end ; and the same remark would 
apply to that portion of the road which is beyond our limits. 

The undersigned therefore respectfully recommends that your Excellency will be 
pleased to communicate to the Dominion Government the substance of this memoran- 
dum, and to add that this Government, when the Commissioners shall be appointed, will 
be prepared to agree to joint instructions to be given to them as their guide in executing 
the task to be assigned to them. 


J. S. Macponabp. 
July 14th, 1871. 


THe LIzUTENANT-GOVERNOR OF ONTARIO TO THE SECRETARY OF StaTE, CANADA.* 


GOVERNMENT House, 
Toronto, 17th July, 1871. 


Sir,—lI have the honour to call your attention to the necessity which exists for the 
settlement of the true boundary or division line separating the Province of Ontario from 
what is known as the North-West Territory. 

The importance of accomplishing this object has been recognized both by the House 
of Commons and the Legislature of this Province, and appropriations made by them for 
defraying the expense of a Commission for that purpose, one member of which to be 
appointed by His Excellency the Governor-General and the other by myself. 

As the season is fast advancing, it is desirable that these appointments be made at as 
early a date as possible. 

It would be superfluous to urge the necessity of having the boundary line in question 
ascertained without delay. 

Numbers of emigrants and others are now making their way from Thunder Bay 
towards Red River, and, when on the route, require to be protected. 

With that view it is necessary that the limits of the territory, over which the 
authority of this Government extends, be clearly defined, as well as of that over which 
the Government for the North-West Territory holds jurisdiction. 

i would add that this Government, on the appointment.of the Commissioners, will 
be prepared to agree to joint instructions to be given them as their guide in executing 
the task to be assigned to them. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


W. P. How.anp. 


Hon. Secretary of State (Provinces), Ottawa. 


# Sess. Papers, Ont., 1873, No. 44, p. 3. 
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THE SECRETARY oF STATE TO THE LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR.* 


DEPARTMENT OF SECRETARY OF STATE FOR THE PROVINCES, 
Orrawa, 20th July, 1871. 


Sir,—I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt this morning of your despatch, 
No. 101, of the 17th instant, calling attention to the necessity which exists for defining 
the true boundary or division line separating the Province of Ontario from the North- 
West Territories. 


Your despatch will be brought under the early notice of His Excellency the 
“Governor-General in Council. 
I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your most obedient servant, 


J. Howe. 
Hon. W. P. Howland, ©.B., 


Lieutenant-Governor, Toronto. 


Report or A CoMMITTEE oF THE Privy CoUNCIL, APPROVED BY THE GOVERNOR- 
GENERAL ON THE 28TH JuLy, 1871.+ 


On the application of the Government of the Province of Ontario, requesting the 
Dominion Government to appoint a Commissioner to act with the Commissioner of the 


‘Ontario Government, to determine the boundary line between Ontario and the North- 
West Territories, 


The Hon. the Minister of Public Works reports that Parliament voted at its last 
“session the sum of fifteen thousand dollars ($15,000) to pay one half of the cost of survey- 
ing the said boundary line, and recommending that a Commissioner be appointed, and 
that the said Commissioner be Eugéne E. Taché, Esquire, of the city of Quebec. 

The Committee submit the above recommendations for your Excellency’s approval. 


Certified. 


Wm. H. Luz, 
Clerk, PAC, 


Tue Secretary oF Stare to THE LizuTenant-Governor. t 


DEPARTMENT OF SECRETARY OF STATE FOR THE PROVINCES, 
Orrawa, 31st July, 1871. 


Sir,—With reference to your despatch, No. 101, of the 17th instant, I have the 
-honour to inform you that his Excellency the Governor-General in Council has been 
pleased to appoint Eugéne E. Taché, Esquire, of the City of Quebec, to be a Commissioner 
to act, on behalf of the Dominion, with the Commissioner to be appointed by the 
‘Government of Ontario, to determine the boundary line between that Province and the 
North-West Territories. 

I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


J. Howsz, 


Secretary of State for the Provinces. 
Hon. W. P. Howland, C. B., 


Lieutenant-Governor, Toronto. 


pre ET 1 Bee Bs Vt, Ee Cae ga See ray, Be 
* Sess. Papers, Ont., 1873, No. 44, p. 3. 


+ Return, House of Commons (Canada), dated 19th March, 1881, No. 37, p. 2. 
$Sess. Papers, Ont., 1873, No. 44, p. 4. 
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Minute or Councit, ONT., APPROVED BY THE LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR ON THE 19TH 
SrepTEMBER, 1871.* 


The Committee of Council have had under consideration a communication of the 
Secretary of State for the Provinces, dated 31st July last, in reply to your Excellency’s. 
despatch of the 17th of the same month, in relation to the appointment of a Commission, 
one member of which should be appointed by the Dominion, and the other by the Ontario 
Government, to determine the boundary line between the Province of Ontario and the 
North-West Territories, in which the Secretary of State announces that Eugene E. Taché, 
Esquire, of the city of Quebec, has been named, on the part of that Government, as its 
Commissioner for that purpose, and the recommendation of the Honourable the Attorney- 
General, dated 18th September, 1871, in respect thereto. 

The Committee advise that a Commissioner, to act for and on behalf of the Ontario 
Government, be appointed by your Excellency, to confer with and act in the premises. 
with the Dominion Commissioner, and they further respectfully advise that it be an 
instruction to the said Commissioner to report concerning the western as well as the | 
northern boundary of this Province, and the territory of the Dominion, and that the 
Honourable William McDougall, C.B., be the said Commissioner for this Province. 


Certified. 
J. G. Scort, 
COLA. 
Toronto, 18th September, 1871. 


Tre Assistant PROVINCIAL SECRETARY TO THE HonourABLE Witiiam McDovueatu.* 


Toronto, September 20th, 1871. 


Str,—I am commanded by His Excellency the Lieutenant-Governor, to inform you 
that an Order in Council has been passed to the effect that a Commissioner shall be appointed 
to act on behalf of this Province in the matter of the settlement of the boundary line 
between Ontario and the North-West Territories. Mr. Eugéne E. Taché, of the city of 
Quebec, has been appointed Commissioner on behalf of the Government of the Dominion, 
and His Excellency has been pleased to name you as a Commissioner to act in conjunction 
with that gentleman. 

I am to request that you will signify to this Department your determination as to the 
acceptance of His Excellency’s nomination at your earliest convenience. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


T. C. PatrEson, 
Assistant-Secretary. 
Hon. W. McDougall, C.B., 
Toronto. 


Tue LIEUTENANT-GovERNOR TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE.+ 


GOVERNMENT HovsE, 
Toronto, 21st September, 1871. 


Sir,—With reference to correspondence that has passed on the subject of a Com- 
mission to settle the boundary line between Ontario and the North-West Territories, 


* Sess. Papers, Ont., 1873, No. 44, p. 4. 
+ Ibid, p. 5. 
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I now have the honour of informing you that I have appointed the Hon. William 
McDougall, C.B., etc., ete., Commissioner on behalf of this Province, to co-operate with 
Mr. Taché, the nominee of His Excellency the Governor-General in Council. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


W. P. Howzanp. 
The Hon. the Secretary of State, Ottawa. 


Mr. McDovucatt To THE ASssISTANT PROVINCIAL SECRETARY. * 


Toronto, September 22nd, 1871, 


Srr,—I have the honour to acknowledge your communication of the 20th inst., 
informing me that His Excellency the Lieutenant-Governor has heen pleased to appoint 
me, under an Order in Council, Commissioner for the Province of Ontario, in the matter 
of the settlement of the boundary line between Ontario and the North-West Territories. 

I beg to inform you, in reply, that I accept the appointment, and shall be ready to 
enter upon the duties of the Commission at any moment. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


W. McDovuGa.u. 


T. C. Patteson, 
Assistant-Secretary, etc. 


Tue Acting UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE TO THE LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR.* 


DEPARTMENT OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR THE PROVINCES, 
Ortawa, 26th September, 1871. 


S1r,—I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your despatch of the 21st 
instant, stating, with reference to previous correspondence on the subject, that you had 
appointed the Hon. William McDougall, C.B., a Commissioner on behalf of the Province 
of Ontario, to co-operate with the Commissioner appointed by the Dominion Govern- 
ment to determine the boundary line between that Province and the North-West 
Territories. 

I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


G. PowE Lt, 
For the Under-Secretary. 
Hon. W. P. Howland, C.B., 


Lieutenant-Governor, Toronto. 


Report or Cox. Dennis, Dominion SuRVEYOR-GENERAL, PREPARED AT THE REQUEST OF 
Sir Joun A. Macpona.p. tf 


Ortawa, lst October, 1871. 


Remarks on the question of the boundary between the Province of Ontario 
and the Dominion Lands or North-West Territories. 


* Sess. Papers, Ont., 1873, No. 44, p. 5. 
+Report, Ho. of Coms, Committee, 1880, p. 1. 
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1. The above limit is identical with the westerly boundary of the Province of Quebec 
as the same was fixed by the Quebec Act in 1774.* 

2. In describing the boundary of Quebec, in the Act referred to, having commenced 
at the Bay of Chaleurs and continued westerly to the north-west angle of the Province of 
Pennsylvania, it goes on in the following language: “And thence along the western 
boundary of the said Province (Pennsylvania) until it strikes the River Ohio, and along 
the bank of the said river westward to the banks of the Mississippi, and northward to the 
southern boundary of the territory granted to the Merchant Adventurers of England trad- 
ing to Hudson's Bay.” + 

3. The above phraseology (underlined), in describing the westerly boundary of Que- 
bec, has been, and is still, interpreted in different ways according to the private opinions 
or prejudices of parties. 

4, Those interested in locating the boundary of Ontario as far as possible to the 
west, argue that the term “to the banks of the Mississippi and northward to the southern 
boundary of the territory, etc., etc.,” means that in going northward, the banks of the 
Mississippi are to be followed to its source, and that they were in fact so intended in the 
Act. 

5. On the other hand, it is contended, in the interest of the Dominion, that the 
language “to the banks of the Mississippi,” simply means to the banks of the said river 
at the point where it is joined by the Ohio, and the words which follow, “and northward to 
the southern boundary, etc.,” was intended to be construed as upon a due north lone. 

6. There is no evidence forthcoming which would show clearly what was intended 
by the Act,} and in considering the question, therefore, we are left to draw conclusions 
from co-relative circumstances; a consideration of these have led the writer to believe 
that a due north line from the forks of the Ohio was intended as the westerly boundary 
of Quebec, in support of which he would submit :— 

7. Had such not been the intention, that is to say, had it been intended that the 
Mississippi River should be the west boundary, inasmuch as the evident intention to 
make the Ohio River the southern boundary, west of Pennsylvania, was thus definitely 
expressed : “and along the banks of the said river westward to the banks of the Mrssissippt ;” 
then such intention would have been expressed in corresponding terms, that is to say, the 
boundary would have been described as “northward along the banks of the Mississippi, 
TL 

8. This argument has the more force from the fact stated as follows :—The Bill, as 
submitted to the House, described the boundaries as “ heretofore part of the territory of 
Canada in North America, extendjng southward to the banks of the River Ohio, west- 
ward to the banks of the Mississippi, and northward to the southern boundary of the 
territory granted to the Merchant Adventurers, etc., etc.” 

9. Mr. Burke, in the interests of the Provinces of New York and Pennsylvania, 
moved in amendment (the House being in Committee) to substitute the following for the 
boundary, viz.: after North America “by a line drawn, etc., ete., etc., to the north-west 
part of the boundary of Pennsylvania, and down the west boundary of that Province by a 
line drawn thence till it strike the Ohio.” 

The above words were inserted.§ 


10. Then followed another amendment, which was adopted, and after “Ohio” — 


should be inserted “ and along the bank of the said Ohio.” 

Now, had the banks of the Mississippi been intended to be adhered to in going ‘‘ north- 
wards,” is it not clear that the necessity of an amendment to that effect would similarly 
have made itself evident at the time, and does not the absence of any reference to the 


* [See the subsequent notes (within brackets) to this Report.—G. E. L.] 

+See paper marked EH. 

t[Col. Dennis seems to have overlooked the evidence which is afforded of the opposite view, by the 
preamble of this Act of 1774; by the debate thereon in Parliament ; by the Act of 1791; the message to 
Pectment referred to in that Act; the Imperial Order in Council of the same year; the Paper men- 
tioned in the Order ; the Royal Commissions; the proclamation of General Clarke, etc., etc, For these 
see Book of Arbitration Documents, pp. 3, 4, 388, 411, 46-52, 389-390, 27.—G. E. L.] 


§C. Debates, p. 123, and Journals of House of Commons, No. 34. 
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point, or discussion whatever upon it, go to show that “ northwards” was intended to be 
on a due north line ? 

11. The map which was used in the House of Commons to illustrate the question of 
the boundaries of Quebec in the debate on the Act, is said to have been one known as 
Mitchell’s map, dated February 13th, 1755. 

12. It is stated that there were two editions of this map, the first one being with- 
drawn on the publication of the second, which latter contained « numerous vmportant cor- 
rections, but the date was not altered.* 

13. The only copy of Mitchell’s map available is in the library here, and, on inspect- 
ing the River Mississippi on it, we find that the course of that river is taken up abruptly 
at apoint in 47° 12’ north latitude and 101° 30’ west longtitude, at which point we 
further find on the map the following note by the author: 

“The head of the Mississippi is not yet known. It is supposed to arise about the 
50th degree of latitude and the west bounds of this map,” etc., etc., ete. 

14. Now it is not at all probable that with the uncertainty asserted to exist on the 
map itself used by the House of Commons at the time the boundaries were debated and 
settled, with regard to the source and direction of a great part of the course of the Missis- 
Sippi, that the House intended its banks as the boundary of Quebec. 

15, Such a theory, leaving as it would, one of the principal boundaries of the Prov- 
ince in great uncertainty, would be entirely inconsistent with the minuteness and pre- 
cision of language insisted on it settling the Ohio as the southern boundary. f 

16. Taking the strictly legal construction of the description, it is claimed that the 
direction expressed as “northwards” is upon a due north line, in favour of which see the 
decision on this specific case in the judgment of Chief Justice Sewellt in connection with 
the trial of Charles de Reinhardt in Quebec, 1817, for murder committed on the Winni- 
peg River.§ 

17. The northerly boundary of Ontario, between it and the Dominion lands, is 
undoubtedly the southern boundary of the Hudson’s Bay Company’s possessions. It is 
possible that some difference of opinion may arise as to where this boundary should be 
located on the ground, 

18. The Charter of the Hudson’s Bay Company, dated 2nd May, 1670 (see paper 
marked F), described their grant as “extending over and including all lands and terri- 
tories drained by the waters emptying into Hudson’s Bay.”’|| 


* See Wright’s Cavendish Debates. (Note following preface.) 


+[With reference to the arguments contained in paragraphs numbered from 7 to 15, from what had 
passed in Parliament, it may be noted that the Bill, as it came down from the House of Lords, was admit- 
tedly intended to give as the western boundary the banks of the Mississippi, and not a line drawn due 
north from the confluence of the Mississippi and Ohio ; that the reported debates in the Commons give no 
indication whatever of an intention to change the western boundary, but the contrary ; that the description 
of the western boundary was not altered ; and that the supposed change of intention has no other founda- 
tion than the supposed effect which the amended language, introduced with reference to the southern 
boundary, has in varying the grammatical meaning of the language in which the western boundary was 
before described. VONUN _* 

As to what is said as to the ‘‘ uncertainty ” of the Mississippi as a boundary, it may be noted that such 
a boundary had the fixity and certainty which belong to the channel of a great river, whose course required 
only to be traversed in order to be ascertained ; that, notwithstanding the so-called uncertainty, this river 
had been established by the Treaty of Paris, 1763, as the westerly boundary of the British and the easterly 
boundary of the French possessions in that quarter ; and was again established by the Treaty of 1783 as the 
western boundary of the United States.—G. E. L.] 


ae is judgment was not acted upon ; and the prisoner, though found guilty and condemned to death, 
was ea It may also be noted that Upper Canada was no party to the proceeding in which the 
decision was arrived at ; thatthe then Chief Justice of Upper Canada (Powell) did not subscribe to the 
decision, but was of opinion that the western limit of Upper Canada was co-extensive with that of French 
Canada. (See this opinion in ‘‘ Papers relating to the Red River Settlement,” printed in Sess. Papers, Ho. 
Coms., Eng., 1819, Vol. 18, p. 285.) In fact, the decision in the De Reinhardt case was never recognized in 
Upper Canada before its union with Lower Canada, nor by the Province of Canada afterwards. (See 
Treaty with Indians of Lake Superior, Book of Arb. Docs., p. 23, statement of lands patented, at p. 322, 
and statement of mining licenses, etc., at p. 409 of same book; see also ib., pp. 254, 269-271.) Since 
that decision a mass of evidence has come to light which further supports the contention of Ontario, 
and was not before the court in the De Reinhardt case.—G. E. L.] 


§ See Report of trial, in Library, House of Commons, Ottawa. 
| [This is incerrect. There are no such words in the Charter.—G. EH. L.] 
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19. The boundary in such case would be the ridge dividing the water-sheds north 
and west of Lake Superior, which intersects the Dawson route at height of land portage, 
and crosses the international boundary between South Lake and Gunflint Lake. 


20. It may be argued on behalf of Ontario that the dividing ridge which should 
bound the Hudson’s Bay Company’s possessions on the south is that which may be 
described as the northerly section of the *“ range which, dividing to the north-west of 
Lake Superior, separates the waters flowing direct to Hudson’s Bay from those flow- 
into Lake Winnipeg, crossing the Nelson River at Split Lake, or Lac des Forts, ete. ;” 
and it will probably be urged in favour of this view that the grant to the Company only 
covered “ such lands and territories as were not already actually possessed by the sub- 
jects of any other Christian Prince or State,” and that inasmuch as the country to the 
south of the range of high lands last described was considered to belong to France, that: 
therefore King Charles would give no title in what he did not own, and certain old maps 
(see B and C) are referred to in support of this view. 


21. It is not important to discuss this view, if it is conceded that a due north line 
from the forks of the Ohio bounds Ontario to the west ; as in such case the height of land 
would be intersected just north-west of Lake Nipigon at a point about which there can 
be very little dispute. 


22. If, on the other hand, the contention of Ontario is allowed, that is to say, that 
the banks of the Mississippi should be followed to their source, and that a line should be 
drawn thence due north to intersect the height of land alluded to in paragraph 20, then 
the westerly boundary would extend over 300 miles north of the Lake of the Woods, and 
the Province would be made to include a territory which, as regards form and extent, 
could not, in the opinion of the undersigned, have been at all contemplated or intended 
at the time of passing the Quebec Act. 


23. But the undersigned assumes, on the strength of opinions to such effect, given 
by eminent counsel to whom the question had been submitted, that the “southern boun- 
dary of the territory granted to the Merchant Adventurers of England trading to Hud- 
son’s Bay ” was, and is, the height of land bounding the watershed of the basin of Hud- 
son’s Bay ;+ and, even admitting that the banks of the Mississippi, to the source of the 
said river, were intended by the Act, a due north line from the latter would, in the course 
of a very few miles, intersect such height of land, as the same is in the immediate vicinity 
of the source of the Mississippi, and between it and the Lake of the Woods, the waters in 
which latter drain into Hudson’s Bay. 


24. The only territory, therefore, affected by the question of the due north boundary 
from the forks of the Ohio, as against the Mississippi, as the boundary, is that coloured 
yellow on the tracing marked A herewith, shown as contained between the due north 
line from the forks of the Ohio and the curved line defining the height of land to the 
south and west ; because, even construing the west limit of Ontario in the Quebec Act as 
the banks of the Mississippi, and a line due north from the source of that river to the 
height of land forming the southern boundary of Hudson’s Bay Company’s territory, such 
description would only take effect where, and to the east and north of where, such height 
of land crosses the international boundary between Gunflint and South Lakes, as before 
mentioned, confirming, in fact, the western and northern boundaries of the Province, in 


* See Report, Commissioner Crown Lands, 1857. 


+[Other eminent counsel had given the contrary opinion. The opinions of the counsel referred to by 
Mr. Dennis appear to have been founded on the incorrect statement, which the Company had been in the 
habit of making, that the Company had always claimed and exercised dominion, as absolute proprietors of 
the soil, to the height of land referred to. (See Book of Arb. Docs. pp. 255, 288.) It is now clear, and indeed 
is admitted by the Company, that until long after 1763, the date of the cession of Canada to Great Britain, 
the Company had no possession of any part of the interior of the country, and that their possession was con- 
fined to certain forts on the Bay, and two factories not very distant. (See Book Arb. Docs., pp. 121, 252, 
395-6, 399, 400, 412, 414-15.) And asto the region drained by the waters that flow into Lake Winnipeg, of 
which the French of Canada were in actual possession from avery early date, the Company, by its servants 
or agents, did not set foot within it for-more than a century after the date of the Charter, and then only 
as enjoying the right in common with all other British subjects.—G. E. L.] 
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accordance with their description by Bouchette,* and which usage had established up to 
the acquisition of the territories in 1869. 

25. Looking at the very irregular character of the boundary which would be formed 
by following the ridge between the watersheds, it is suggested by the writer, whether it 
would not be better for Ontario and the Dominion to agree on a conventional boundary, 
for instance, in some way as shown on tracing lettered C. 

26. The saving, in such case, in the expense of surveying and defining the boundaries 
on the ground, would be at least one-half ; besides which, making the limits of this regular 
character, would facilitate the laying out of the lands adjoining them in future times. 


J.S. Dennis. 
Orrawa, October Ist, 1871. 


Papers and maps accompanying the preceding remarks, submitted to the Hon. the 
Minister of Justice. 


A.—Tracing of Cotton’s map (modern), showing sources and course of the Mississippi: 
B.—Tracing of Jeffrey’s map of 1760. 

C.—Tracing of De Lisle’s map of 1740. 

D.—Tracing of (reduced scale) Mitchell’s map of 1755. 

E.—Extract—Quebec Act, 1774. 

F,—Extract—Charter H. B. Co., 1670. 


G.—Tracing part of Devine’s map, north of Lake Superior (to show conventional 
boundary proposed). 


H.—Extract—Bouchette’s History of Canada, describing boundaries (1832). 
J.—Extract—Opinion of Judges on boundary, from De Reinhardt’s trial. 
K.—Extract—Commission to Guy Carleton, 1786. 

L.—Extract—K ing’s Proclamation, 1763. 


RREPoRT OF A CoMMITTEE OF THE Privy CoUNCIL, APPROVED BY THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL 
ON THE 28TH NovemBeER, 1871. Tt 


Ona memorandum dated 25th November, 1871, from the Hon. the Secretary of 
State, submitting that applications have been made to him for mining licenses and 
patents for land in the neighbourhood of Lake Shebandowan, and in places about the 
head of Lake Superior, and recommending that, pending the locating of the boundary 
line between the North-West Territory and the Province of Ontario, no action be taken 
upon these or any similar applications ; and further recommending that the Lieutenant- 
‘Governor of Ontario be informed of the course proposed to be taken by your Excellency’s 
Government, and that it be suggested that the Government of that Province should, in 
like manner, refrain from granting patents or mining licenses in the region of country 
about the head of Lake Superior and Lake Shebandowan until after the boundary line 


*[Mr. Bouchette’s opinion is not wholly in favour of Colonel Dennis’s view. For example, he copies 
from General Clarke’s Proclamation, without objection or comment, the words following: ‘‘ From the head 
of the said lake (Temiscamingue) by a linedrawn due north until it strikes the boundary line of Hudson’s 
Bay ; including all the country to the westward and southward of the said line to the utmost extent of the 
country commonly called or known by the name of Canada.” (See his Topographical Description, London, 
1815, quoted in Book Arb. Does., p. 390.) Again, speaking of Upper Canada, the same author says :—“ On 
the west and north no limits have been assigned toit; therefore it may be supposed to extend over the vagt 
zegions that spread towards the Pacific and the Northern Oceans.” (Quoted at p. 391 of Arb. Docs.) Onh je 
map of Upper Canada, 1815, he shows the Province as extending beyond the height of land both on the 
north and to the west—on the west as far at least as the north-west point of the Lake of the Woods.—G. E. L. 1 


+ Sess. Papers, Ont., 1873, No. 44, p. 6. 
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shall have been so located ; and further submitting that it is of much consequence that. 
the ascertaining and fixing on the ground of the boundary line in question should be as. 
far as possible expedited : . 
The Committee concur in the above recommendations and submit the same for your 
Excellency’s approval. . 
Certified. 
Wu. H. Les, 

Clerk, P.C. 

The Hon. Secretary of State for Canada. 


ae eS e 
THE SECRETARY OF STATE TO THE LIEUTENANT-COVERNOR. * 


DEPARTMENT OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR THE PrRoOvINCES, 
Orrawa, 30th November, 1871. 


Srr,—I have the honour to transmit to you herewith a copy of an Order of His. 
Excellency the Governor-General in Council, on the subject of the granting mining 
licenses and patents for lands in the neighbourhood of Lake Shebandowan and in places. 
about the head of Lake Superior. 

May I request that you will have the goodness to bring the matter under the early 
notice of your Government, and communicate to me their views thereon for the informa- 
tion of His Excellency the Governor-General in Council. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your most obedient servant, 


J. Hows, 
Secretary of State for the Provinces. 
Hon W. P. Howland, C.B., 
Lieutenant-Governor, Toronto. 


MINUTE OF COUNCIL, APPROVED BY THE LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR, ON THE 4TH 
January, 1872.7 


The Committee of Council have had under consideration the communication of the- 
Honourable the Secretary of State for the Provinces, dated 30th November, 1871, trans- 
mitting a copy of a report of the Committee of the Privy Council of Canada, approved by 
His Excellency the Governor-General in Council on the 28th November, 1871, wherein it. 
is-recommended that, pending the locating of the boundary line between the North-West 
Territory and the Province of Ontario, no action should be taken upon applications for 
mining licenses and patents for land in the neighbourhood of Lake Shebandowan and in 
places about the head of Lake Superior by the Dominion Government, and suggesting 
that the Government of Ontario should in like manner refrain from granting patents or 
mining licenses in the said region until after the boundary line aforesaid should have been 
established. 

The Committee advise that the Secretary of State be informed that the said com- 
munication and enclosure have been referred to the Honourable the Commissioner of 
Crown Lands and that immediately upon his reporting in respect thereof the matter will 
be taken into consideration by your Excellency ; and further that concurring in the state- 
ment contained in the said report of Council that it is of so much consequence that the 
ascertaining and fixing on the ground of the boundary line in question should be as far as. 


* Sess. Papers, Ont., 1873, No. 44, p. 5. + Ibid, p. 6. 
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possible expedited, your Excellency is desirous that the draft instructions proposed to be 
given to the Commissioner should be at the earliest possible moment submitted for the 
consideration of your' Excellency. 


Certified. 


J. G. SCOrT, 
OC. Lac: 


4th January, 1872. 


—_—— 


TH LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE.* 


GovERNMENT Houss, 
Toronto, 6th January, 1872. 


Sir,—With reference to your despatch dated 30th November, covering a copy of a 
report of a Committee of the Privy Council making certain recommendations as to the 
issue of patents in the neighbourhood of Lake Shebandowan, and urging the early setile- 
ment of the boundary question, I now have the honour to inform you that the subject 
has been referred to the consideration of the Commissioner of Crown Lands in this Prov- 
ince, and that as soon as his report upon it can be obtained the Executive Council will 
come to a decision in the matter. In the meantime, I concur in the view expressed in 
the Minute of the Privy Council, that the boundary line in question should be ascertained 
and fixed with all possible speed, and, to prevent unnecessary delay, would suggest that 
a draft of the instructions proposed to be given by the Government of the Dominion to 
the Commissioner appointed, be transmitted for the consideration of the Government of 
this Province at the earliest moment. 


T have the honour to be, Sir, 


Your obedient servant, 


W. P. HowLanp. 
The Hon. the Secretary of State for the Provinces, 
Ottawa. 


Tue SECRETARY OF STATE TO THE LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR.* 


DEPARTMENT OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR THE PROVINCES, 
Orrawa, llth January, 1872. 


Sir,—I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your despatch of the 6th 
instant, in reply to mine of the 30th November last, in reference to the locating of the 
boundary line between the North-West Territory and the Province of Ontario, near the 
head of Lake Superior, and suggesting that a draft of the instructions given by the 
Dominion Government to the Commissioner appointed on its behalf, be forwarded to 
your Government. 

T have the honour to be, Sir, 


Your obedient servant, 


JoserpH Hows. 
Hon. W. P. Howland, C.B., 
Lieutenant-Governor, Toronto. 


* Sess. Papers, Ont., 1873, No. 44, p. 7. 
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THE Actine AssisTANT Provinciat SecrETARY TO Mr. McDouca.u.* 


PROVINCIAL SECRETARY’ OFFICE, 
Toronto, March 5th, 1872. 


Sirn,—Adverting to the communication from this Department, under date 20th 
September last, informing you that His Excellency the Lieutenant-Governor had been 
pleased to appoint you Commissioner on behalf of this Province, in the matter of the 
settlement of the boundary line between Ontario and the North-West Territories, I have 
now the honour, in pursuance of a conversation that took place some time ago between 
the President of the Council and yourself, to request you to forward, at your earliest con- 
venience, a detailed report upon the whole subject of the North-West boundary, also a 
report stating your action under the Commission, with the result of any conference you 
may have had with the Dominion authorities. You will also be good enough to state, for 
the information of His Excellency the Lieutenant-Governor, your views of the probable 
action of the Commissioner appointed on behalf of the Dominion, and to offer any sug- 
gestions you may consider it desirable to make as to the conduct and probable results of 


the Commission. 
I have the honour to be, Sir, 


Your obedient servant, 


I, R. Ecxart, 
Acting Assistant Secretary. 


Hon. W. McDougall, C.B., 
Toronto. 


Mr. McDovucatt To THE PrRovINCIAL SECRETARY.t 


March 9th, 1872. 


Sir,—I have the honour to acknowledge your communication of the 5th inst., in 
which you refer to a conversation between the Honourable the President of the Council 
and myself on the subject of the “ North-West” Boundary, and (1) request me in pur- 
suance of that conversation to forward a detailed report upon the whole subject, and (2) 
also to report my action under the Commission of the 20th of September, with the result 
of any conference I may have had with the Dominion authorities. I observe that you 
further request me (3) to state, for the information of His Excellency, my views of the 
probable action of the Commissioners appointed on behalf of the Dominion, and (4) to offer 
any suggestions I may think desirable as to the conduct and probable result of the 
Commission. 

I have the honour to state in reply that I have not yet received any instructions 
from His Excellency as to the time, place, or manner in which I should proceed to execute 
the commission entrusted to me. | 

The letter of appointment merely informed me that the object of the Commission was 
“the settlement of the boundary between Ontario and the North-West Territories,” and 
that Eugene E. Taché, Esq., had been appointed on behalf of the Dominion, and that His 
Excellency had named me to act in conjunction with him. 

The late Attorney-General, Hon. J. 8. Macdonald, on one or two occasions expressed 
to me verbally his opinion as to the scope of the inquiry and the nature and effect of the 
report which the Commissionnrs were expected to make, but gave no official directions in 
the matter. 

T have not yet been put in communication with the Commissioner appointed on 
behalf of the Dominion, and.am therefore unable to report anything as to his views. 

But having twice visited Ottawa in the hope of meeting him, and having conferred 


* Sess. Papers, Ont., 1873, No. 44, p. 7. t Ibid., p. & 
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with certain members and officers of the Dominion Government on the subject of the 


Commission, I have formed an opinion as to the nature of the instructions prepared for- 


him, which I beg to submit in the form of a confidential memorandum. I also beg to 
refer to this memorandum for any further information under the second and third heads 
mentioned in your letter. 

I have collected the greater part of the materials for a report which I expected to 
make in conjunction with the Commissioner for the Dominion, on that part of the boun- 
dary between the Province of Ontario and the Territories of the Dominion which crosses 
the line of communication between Lake Superior and the new Province of Manitoba, but 
I regret that certain maps ordered from England, and which, in my judgment will be very 
important in the event of a serious difference of opinion between the Commissioners or 
the respective Governments as to this part of the boundary, have not yet reached me. 

I presume that the detailed report upon the whole subject of the North-West boun- 
dary which you have asked me to forward, is not the final report under my commission, 
but a preliminary statement for the information of His Excellency of the present position 
of the question, and the opinions I have formed from such documents, maps, and proofs as 
are accessible to me, of the actual location of the north-western boundary of Ontario, or 
as to the manner in which it must be determined. 

I shall have the honour in two or three days to submit a report of the character 
referred to in my conversation with the President of the Council, in the form of a pre- 
liminary memorandum, which I trust will meet the approval of His Excellency. 

The 4th and last point mentioned in your letter, viz., an invitation to offer any sug- 
gestions I may think desirable “as to the conduct and probable results of the Commission” 
may be conveniently disposed of in this communication. 

Having reason to believe, as will appear in the confidential memorandum herewith, 
that the Commissioner for the Dominion will take the ground that a line due north from 
the junction of the “Ohio” with the “Mississippi” is the legal western boundary of 
Ontario, or that the height of land west and north of Lake Superior is the utmost 
western limit of the Province ; and being of opinion myself that the limit is much further 
west, I do not think we shall be able to agree upon a joint report, or that the respective 
Governments will adopt, without protracted and perhaps angry discussions, the view of 
either party ; I have therefore suggested in a friendly and unofficial way to members of 
the Dominion Government, as well as to the late Attorney-General of Ontario, the ex- 


pediency of appointing, before the Commissioners begin their discussion, a third person of || 
ability and position, unconnected with Canada, to act as umpire in case of dispute, and the | 


giving to the report of the Commission thus constituted the character of an award, subject, 
of course, to the final approval of Parliament. 

So far as I could judge, both Sir J. A. Macdonald and Sir George Cartier, to whom 
I made the suggestions, viewed it favourably. 

I respectfully recommend, in answer to the invitation in your letter, the expediency 
of a proposition by His Excellency the Lieutenant-Governor of Ontario to the Governor- 
General for the reconstruction of the boundary Commission in the mapner suggested. I 
need not point out the serious inconvenience and embarrassments which would probably 
follow a disagreement between the Commissioners, concurred in by the respective Govern- 
ments. Experience teaches but one lesson in these cases, viz., that it is easier and safer 
to agree upon a reference than upon the details of a settlement, and that two referees are 
quite as likely to disagree as the original contestants. 


T have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 
Wm. McDovuaatt. 


The Honourable the Provincial Secretary, 
Toronto. 
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ReEpoRT OF THE MINISTER OF JUSTICE.* 


Orrawa, 11th March, 1872. 


Reference having been made to the undersigned of the Order in Council, of the 
28th November last, on the subject of applications for mining locations, and patents for 
land in the neighbourhood of Lake Shebandowan, and about the head of Lake Superior, 
and also of the despatch of the Lieutenant-Governor of Ontario on such Order in Council, 
he begs leave to report :— 

That the Lieutenant-Governor, in his despatch of the 6th January, states as. 
follows :—‘‘ In the meantime I concur in the view expressed in the Minute of the Privy 
Council, that the boundary line in question should be ascertained and fixed with all 
possible speed, and to prevent unnecessary delay would suggest that a draft of the in- 
structions proposed to be given by the Government of the Dominion to the Commissioner 
appointed, be transmitted for the consideration of the Government of this Province at 
the earliest moment.” 

The undersigned with the view, therefore, of meeting the desire expressed by the 
Lieutenant-Governor, and after consultation with Surveyor-General Dennis,+ begs leave 
to recommend that a copy of the draft instructions, hereunto annexed, be transmitted to: 
the Government of Ontario. 


All of which is respectfully submitted. 
Joun A. MAcpDona.p. 


INSTRUCTIONS TO THE COMMISSIONER FOR THE Dominion. 


Drart of Instructions to be given to the Commissioner appointed to act on behalf of the 
Dominion of Canada in the survey and location of the boundary line between the 
North-West Territories and the Province of Ontario, in conjunction with a Commis- 
sioner to be appointed by the Government of Ontario. 


The boundary in question is clearly identical with the limits of the Province of 
Quebec, according to the 14th Geo. III., cap. 83, known as the “Quebec Act,” and is 
described in the said Act as follows, that is to say: Having set forth the westerly 
portion of the southern boundary of the Province as extending along the River Ohio 
“westward to the banks of the Mississippi,” the description continues from thence (2.e., the 
junction of the two rivers) “and northward to the southern boundary of the territory 
granted to the Merchants Adventurers of England trading to Hudson’s Bay.” 

Having determined the precise longitude west of Greenwich of the extreme point: 
of land marking the junction of the north and east banks respectively of the said 
rivers, you will proceed to ascertain and define the corresponding point of longitude of 
the intersection of the meridian passing, through the said junction with the international 
boundary between Canada and the United States. 

Looking, however, at the tracing enclosed, marked A, intended to illustrate these: 
instructions, it is evident such meridian would intersect the international boundary in 
Lake Superior. 

Presuming this to be the case, you will determine and locate the said meridian, the 
same being the westerly portion of the boundary in question, at such a point on the 
northerly shore of the said lake as may be nearest to the said international boundary, and 
from thence survey a line due south to deep water, marking the same upon and across 
any and all points or islands which may intervene ; and from the point on the main shore, 
found as aforesaid, draw and mark a line due north to the southern boundary of the 
Hudson’s Bay Territory before mentioned. 


* House of Commons Return of 19th March, 1881, No. 37, p. 4. 
+ [See the Report of Mr. Dennis on the Boundaries, 1st October, 1871, ante, p. 209.—G. E. L.] 
t Sess. Papers, Ont., 1873, No. 44, p. 15. 
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This will complete the survey of the westerly boundary line sought to be estab- 
lished. 

You will then proceed to trace out, survey and mark, eastwardly, the aforemen- 
tioned “southern boundary of the territory granted to the Merchants Adventurers of 
England trading to Hudson’s Bay.” 

This is well understood to be the height of land dividing the waters which flow into 
Hudson’s Bay from those emptying into the valley of the great lakes, and forming 
the northern boundary of Ontario ; and the same is to be traced and surveyed, following 
its various windings till you arrive at the angle therein between the Provinces of | 
Ontario and Quebec, as the latter is at present bounded ; having accomplished which, 
the service will have been completed. 

Your requisition for such assistance, scientific and otherwise, as may be necessary to 
enable you to determine the necessary longitude with precision, and to effect the practical 
surveying operations in the field and for such instruments as may be required will 
receive due consideration. 

Further instructions relating to the character of the boundary marks to be erected, 
and conveying other information which you will probably require will be duly sent 
you. 


Report or A ComMITTEE OF THE Privy CouNCIL, APPROVED BY THE GOVERNOR™ 
GENERAL ON THE 12TH Marcu, 1872.* 


The Committee have had before them a memorandum, dated 11th March, 1872, 
from the Honourable the Minister of Justice, stating that reference having been made 
to him of the Order in Council of the 28th November last, on the subject of applications 
for mining locations and patents for land in the neighbourhood of Lake Shebandowan, 
and about the head of Lake Superior, and also of the despatch of the Lieutenant- 
Governor of Ontario on such Order in Council ; he reports, 

That the Lieutenant-Governor in his despatch of the 6th of January, states as 
follows :—‘‘In the meantime I concur in the views expressed in the Minute of the 
Privy Council that the boundary line in question should be ascertained and fixed with 
all possible speed, and to prevent unnecessary delay, would suggest that a draft of the 
instructions proposed to be given by the Government of the Dominion to the Commissioner 
appointed be transmitted for the consideration of the Government of this Province at 
the earliest moment.” 

That with the view, therefore, of meeting the desire expressed by the Lieutenant- 
Governor, and after consultation with Surveyor-General Dennis, he, the Minister of 
Justice, recommends that a copy of the draft instructions annexed to his memorandum 
be transmitted to the Government of Ontario. 

The Committee submit the above recommendations for your Excellency’s 
approval. 

Certified. 
Ww. H. Les, 
Clerk P.C. 


Tae SECRETARY OF STATE TO THE LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR. ft 


DEPARTMENT OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR THE PROVINCES, 
Orrawa, 14th March, 1872. 


Sir,—With reference to your despatch, No. 138, of the 6th January last, I have 
the honour, in compliance with the request therein contained, to transmit to you here- 


* House of Commons Return, March 19, 1881, No. 37, p. 5. 
+ Sess. Papers, Ont., 1873, No. 44, p. 14. 
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with a copy of the instructions to be given to the Commissioner appointed to act on 
behalf of the Dominion of Canada in the survey and location of the boundary line between 
the North-West Territories and the Province of ‘Ontario. 

I have the honour to be, Sir, 


Your obedient servant, 


JosEPH Hows, 


Secretary of State for the Provinces. 
Hon. W. P. Howland, C.B., 


Lieutenant-Governor, Toronto. 


Tue Secretary or State To tHe Lieutenant-Governonr. * 


DEPARTMENT OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR THE PROVINCES, 
Orrawa, 15th March, 1872. 


S1r,—With reference to my letter of the 14th instant, I have the honour to transmit 
herewith a tracing which, it is requested, may be substituted for that which accompanied 
the draft of instructions to be given to the Commissioner appointed by the Dominion in 
the survey and location of the boundary line between the North-West Territories and 
the Province of Canada, a copy of which was enclosed in my letter above referred to. 


May I request that you will have the goodness to cause the tracing for which the 
enclosed is substituted to be returned to this Department. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


JosEPH Hows, 


Secretary of State for the Provinces. 
Hon. W. P. Howland, C.B., 


Lieutenant-Governor, Toronto. 


[Memorandum.—Copy of a tracing, showing boundary line between Dominion and 
Province of Ontario. ] 


THE LizuTENANT-GOVERNOR TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE. f 


GOVERNMENT Hovsz, 
Toronto, 19th March, 1872. 
Srtr,—I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your despatches of 14th 
and 15th instant, enclosing tracings with reference to the boundary line between this 


Province and the North-West Territories, and to return herewith, as requested, the 
tracing enclosed in your former despatch. . 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


W. P. Howtanp. 
Hon. Secretary of State (Provinces), Ottawa. 


* Sess. Papers, Ont., 1873, No. 44, p. 15. + Tbid., p. 16. 
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Tue Actrinc AssiIsTANtT ProvincrAL SECRETARY TO Mr. McDouGAtu.* 


PRovINCIAL SECRETARY’S OFFICE, 
Toronto, 19th March, 1872. 


Srr,—I am commanded to request that you will, at the earliest possible moment, 
submit to the Government the further report promised by your last communication. It 
is extremely important that the Government should receive this report as soon as possible. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


I. R. Ecxuart, 
Acting Assistant Secretary. 
Hon. William McDougall, C.B., 
etc., etc., etc., Toronto. 


MeEmMoRANDUM OF Mr. McDovuGALL.t 


PRELIMINARY MemoraNDvM, for the information of the Lieutenant-Governor of Ontario, 
on the subject of the western boundary of the Province. 


The undersigned, appointed a Commissioner for the Province of Ontario to act in 
conjunction with a Commissioner on behalf of the Dominion, “in the matter of the 
settlement of the boundary line between Ontario and the North-West Territories,” has 
the honour, in compliance with the request of the Provincial Secretary, communicated to 
him by letter, bearing date the 5th March, 1872, to submit the following memorandum 
upon the subject of the “ North-West Boundary.” 

As the undersigned has not yet been put in communication with the Commissioner 
on behalf of the Dominion, he is unable to submit a report in conjunction with that officer. 

A preliminary statement of his own views as to the true position of the western 
boundary line of the Province, and a brief reference to the authorities and proofs which 
he has thus far been able to collect in support of the conclusions at which he has arrived, 
will probably meet the wishes of the Government as expressed in the letter of the 5th 
inst. 

It will be convenient to consider, in the first place, the western boundary as dis- 
tinguished from the north-western or northern boundary of the Province. 

There are four possible lines, any of which, it may be contended with more or less 
plausibility, is the western boundary of Ontario. 

1. The meridian of 88° 50’ west from London, or a line due north from the mouth of 
the Ohio River. 

2. A line commencing at the height of land, west of Lake Superior, at the inter- 
national boundary, and following the watershed of that lake, in a north-easterly direction, 
to the southern limit of Rupert’s Land, wherever that may be found. 

3. A line from “the most north-western point of the Lake of the Woods,” north- 
wards to the southern limit of Rupert’s Land. 

4, A line northward from the source of the Mississippi River to the southern limit. 
of Rupert’s Land. 

There is at least a difference of 6° of longitude between the first, or most eastern, 
and the last, or most western of these lines. In other words, the adoption of the last 
mentioned line would give to the Province three hundred miles of territory on the west, 
which would be cut off by the adoption of the first line, including Thunder Bay, and 
nearly all the mineral lands which have been surveyed or sold in that neighbourhood. 


* Sess, Papers, Ont., 1873, No. 44, p. 16. plies 10 Sb 
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(1) It is contended by some that the first, or Ohio River meridian, is the true legal 
boundary of Ontario on the west, because the Imperial Act of 1774, known as the Quebec 
Act, defined the boundary of Canada after it reached the north-west angle of the Province 
of Pennsylvania as follows :— 

‘« And thence along the western boundary of the said Province (of Pennsylvania), 
until it strikes the River Ohio, and along the bank of the said river westward to the banks 
of the Mississippi, and northward to the southern boundary of the territory granted to 
the Merchants Adventurers of England trading to Hudson’s Bay.” 

If by the word “ northward” the Imperial Parliament meant north, or due north, 
(as the Court of King’s Bench for Lower Canada held in the trial of De Reinhardt in 
1818), then the meridian of 80° 50’ (or whatever the meridian of the right bank of Ohio 
at its junction with the Mississippi may be ascertained to be), will be the line which in 
1774 formed the western boundary of Canada. 

In the opinion of the undersigned, the word “ northward,” in the Act of 1774, does 
not mean, and was not intended to mean either “north” or “due north,” but “north- 
erly” or ‘northward,” along the banks of the Mississippi River to the southern boundary 
of the territory granted to the Hudson’s Bay Company, as will be hereafter shown. 

(2) The ‘height of land” limit would take the line about two degrees further west, 
starting from the present international boundary, and it would then run in a north-easterly 
direction for about two hundred miles before intersecting the meridian 88° 50’, the 
supposed limitary line of 1774. 

This may be designated the Hudson’s Bay Company’s line, as the only authority for 
it is to oe found in the documents and maps emanating from them. It has never, as the 
undersigned believes, been recognized in any Act of Parliament, or by any Court of Law, 
nor in any royal proclamation as the western boundary of Canada. It has always been 
rejected by the Canadian Government as a mere assumption, or rather usurpation, on the 
part of the Company. When, after the union of the Hudson’s Bay Company with the 
North-West Company of Canada, the new monopoly adopted the ingenious and convenient 
theory that the Charter of 1670 included all the North-Western Territories watered by 
rivers and lakes falling ultimately into Hudson’s Bay, they reconstructed their maps, and 
laid claim to the whole country between the watershed of Lake Superior and the Rocky 
Mountains. If it can be proved that this claim of the Company, under their charter, was 
a legai and valid claim, then the Act of 1774, admitting that the word “northward” was 
meant to designate the line of the Mississippi, would not carry the western boundary of 
Canada beyond the height of land referred to. ‘The southern boundary of the territory 
granted” to the Hudson’s Bay Company would on this theory, have been met with 
in the now State of Minnesota, about 100 miles south of the present international 
boundary. 

That this was not the construction put upon the charter in 1774, either by the 
Imperial Government, or by the Company, can be easily shown. All the maps of that 
period, even those issued by the Company, placed the southern boundary of Rupert’s Land 
(on the line of the Mississippi), to the north of the Lake of the Woods, and therefore 
beyond the watershed of Lake Superior. 

(3) The line from the north-western point of the Lake of the Woods will be more 
conveniently discussed after considering the Mississippi line. 

(4) The contention that the Mississippi River formed the western boundary of 
Canada from the passing of the Act of 1774, to the Treaty of Paris (acknowledging the 
independence of the United States) in 1783, is sustained by the following (among other) 
facts, proofs, and considerations : 

a. The Act of 1774, as already stated, describes the western boundary of Canada. 
That Act is not as explicit or unambiguous as it might have been. The undersigned 
thinks he has discovered both the cause of the ambiguity and the means of removing it. 

In consequence of the rigid enforcement of the standing order of the House of 
Commons against strangers, and the printing or publishing of the speeches of members, 
when the Act of 1774 was passed, no report of the debates which it evoked could be found 
prior to 1839. In that year (1839) Mr. Wright, editor of the Parliamentary History of 
England, published an interesting and remarkable report of the debates on the Quebec 
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Government Bill of 1774, taken in shorthand by Sir Henry Cavendish, who was a member 
of the House of Commons at the time. It was found in the British Museum among the 
Egerton manuscripts, and is of undoubted authority. From these debates it appears that 
the Quebec Bill was first carried through the House of Lords. It came down to the 
Commons and was there proposed by Lord North, who explained the reason for extending 
the limits of the Province of Quebec, as fixed by Royal Proclamation in 1763. He 
mentions expressly ‘‘ the country westward of the Ohio to the Mississippi, and a few 
scattered posts to the west,” as having been added in order that ‘there should be some 
government” for the settlers and traders in these distant countries. (Cavendish Debates, 
pp. 9, 184.) The description in the Bill, as framed by the Government and carried 
through the Lords, was in these words :— 

‘‘ Be it enacted that all the said territories, islands and countries” (referred to in the 
preamble), ‘heretofore part of the territory of Canada in North America, extending 
southward to the banks of the River Ohio, westward to the banks of the Mississippi, and 
northward to the southern boundary of the territory granted to the Merchants Adven- 
turers of England trading to Hudson’s Bay, etc., be, and they are hereby during His 
Majesty’s pleasure, annexed to and made part and parcel of the Province of Quebec,” etc. 

This mode of describing the bounds of the enlarged Province of Quebec is explicit 
enough. The intention of the Government to make the Mississippi the western limit of 
the Province does not admit of doubt. Why was the language of the description altered 
in the Act as finally passed? The debates in the Committee show that it was done at the 
instance of Mr. Edmund Burke, who was English agent for the Province of New York, 
and was apprehensive that some portion of that Province might be transferred to Quebec 
by the description as it stoodin the Bill. Lord North, to satisfy Mr. Burke and his clients, 
consented to an alteration by which a line of boundary was substituted on the south for 
the indefinite terms of the Bill. As no private interests were affected by the proposed 
western or north-western boundary, that part of the original description was allowed to 
remain. The amendment was made in haste, and, as often happens, without any one at 
the moment noticing its incongruity with the former mode of description. Sir Henry 
Cavendish gives us the following account of the amendment :— 

“The first clause being read, there was much puzzling about settling the boundary 
line. Mr. Edmund Burke, Mr. Jackson, Mr. Baker, and Sir Charles Whitworth, went 
up stairs in order to settle it, while the House was supposed to be proceeding on it. The 
House continued for at least half an hour, doing nothing in the meantime. The difference 
was whether the tract of country not inhabited should belong to New York or Canada. 
At five o’clock Mr. Burke returned with the amendments, some of which were agreed to, 
others not.” (Cavendish Debates, p. 253.) 

Throughout the debates no objection was made to the Mississippi as the western 
boundary. There is no evidence of an intention to alter that boundary either by the 
Government or the Committee, and the conclusion seems irresistible that Parliament, as 
well as the Government, intended that the Mississippi should bound the Province on the 
west. The word “northward” (though its meaning in the Act is different from its 
meaning in the Bill) is not inconsistent with that intention. The Mississippi, as delineated 
on the maps of that date, is nearly due north for about 500 miles above the mouth of the 
Ohio. It forms exactly that kind of boundary for which Mr. Burke contended. 
“ Nothing,” says he, “‘can be more geographically distinguished than water and land. 
This boundary is physically distinguished ; it is astronomically distinguished.” (Referring 
to the parallel of 45°, which had been determined by Commissioners, at the head of Lake 
Champlain.) ‘We have everything that geography, astronomy and general convenience, 
stronger sometimes than either, can give, to make this boundary definite.” (Cavendish 
Debates, p. 194.) 

b. In framing the Treaty of Paris’a few years later, the Imperial Government recog- 
nized the Mississippi as an existing territorial boundary. All the country east of that 
river, and south of a line drawn through the middle of the Great Lakes to the most 
north-western point of the Lake of the Woods, was surrendered to the United States. All 
the country west of the Mississippi, extending south to the 31° of north latitude, and east 
to the Atlantic Ocean, was left to its former owners. The Mississippi was supposed at 
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that time to take its rise to the west and north of the Lake of the Woods. (See Bowen’s, 
Mitchell’s, and other maps by Royal Geographers, 1775 to 1783.) 

c. The construction put upon the Act of 1774 by the Court of King’s Bench of 
Lower Canada in De Reinhardt’s case, cannot now be regarded as an authority. The 
Court admitted that the question of boundary was brought before them “ incidentally.” 
They concluded their judgment on the point as follows :— 

“The power of deciding finally is, however, at home. The question will be taken 
before the King and his Council, and on deciding the limits of Upper Canada, they will 
either confirm or reverse our decision according as we have done right or wrong, so that 
as to any consequences that may result from our error, if error we have committed, they 
will be obviated by the superior authority to whom the question is to be referred.” 

De Reinhardt was charged with murder, and the Court, holding that the place of the 
crime (some part of the Winnipeg River) was beyond the limits of Upper Canada, asserted 
their jurisdiction under the Act 43 Geo. III., c. 138, and convicted the prisoner. He was 
sentenced to be executed, but the sentence (the case being referred to the Imperial Goy- 
ernment) was not carried out. It is believed (and the point can no doubt be ascertained 
in England), that the Law Officers advised the discharge of the prisoner, on the ground 
that the Court was mistaken as to the western limit of Upper Canada. See Report of 
Select Commuttee of Legislature of Canada, 1857, Appendia No. 8, and see House of 
Commons Report, 1857, on Hudson’s Bay Company, p. 397. 

d. Chief Justice Draper, who was sent to England in 1857 by the Canadian Govern- 
ment to maintain the claims of Canada against those of the Hudson’s Bay Company, was 
examined before the House of Commons’ Committee, and in answer to question on the 
the subject of the western boundary of Canada, stated that— 

‘The only western boundary which is given to the Province of Canada is the Mis- 
sissippi River.” (H. B. Report 1857 ; question 4133.) 

‘‘All the documents emanating from the Crown, which give western boundary to 
Canada, give the Mississippi River.” (Question 4134.) 

e. The Right Hon. Edward Ellice, the representative of the Hudson’s Bay Company 
before the same Committee, did not dispute the claim of Canada on this point. On the 
contrary he admitted that the Mississippi was its western boundary. He was asked :— 

“Have you ever considered the question of a boundary between your territory and 
Canada }” 

Answer.— Yes, I have considered it very much.” And after giving his views as to 
the effects of the Charter, he says :— 

“Then, if you come down to the Act of Parliament constituting the boundaries of 
Canada, which I hold after all to be the great authority on which we must proceed, the 
Act of Parliament defines the limits of Canada to be bounded westward by the Missis- 
sippi, and thence to where the line touches the lands granted to the Hudson’s Bay 
Company.” (eport, p. 329; question 5833.) 

Assuming then that the Mississippi River was the western boundary of the Province 
of Quebec, as fixed by the Act of 1774, we must follow that river to its source. Accord- 
ing to the best American maps the principal branch appears to take its rise in Lake Itasca. 
on or near the meridian of 95° west longitude, and about 47° north latitude. The Mis- 
sissippi, as already observed, was supposed in 1774, and even in 1783, to take its rise to 
the north and west of the Lake of the Woods. If that supposition had proved correct, 
the point at which the western boundary of Canada intersects the present international 
boundary would be easily determined. In what direction must that line be drawn, under 
the terms of the Act of 1774, when the natural boundary has been traced to its natural 
termination? The point to be reached was the southern boundary of the Hudson’s Bay 
Company’s territories, or Rupert’s Land. As “ northwards” can no longer be explained 
or defined by the course of the river it seems that a dwe north line or a line northwards 
in the general direction or course of the river from the Ohio to its source, are the only 
alternatives. In case a due north line is adopted, which is perhaps the most reasonable, 
or the least objectionable alternative, the meridian of 95° will be the western limit of Ontario: 
from its intersection with the 49th parallel to the southern boundary of Rupert’s Land, 
wherever that southern boundary may be found. 
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In either of the cases last mentioned the western limitary line so to be found, will 
be the most western of the four possible lines discussed in this memorandum. But it 
remains for the undersigned to mention the evidence which he has discovered in favour of 
No. 3, or the Lake of the Woods line, and which in his opinion conclusively shows that 
the western boundary of Upper Canada at its southern limit, or starting point, is, and 
has been, ever since the Treaty of Paris of 1783, or at all events since the 22nd of April, 
1786, identical, or co-terminous, with “the most north-western point” of the Lake of the 
Woods. 

1, Interprovincial boundary lines, in the absence of express statutory definition, are 
fixed by prerogative. In De Reinhardt’s case the Court said, “ Original jurisdiction 
relative to the Colonial Territories of the King is in the King and his Council.” 

2. The Act of 1774 did not oust the jurisdiction of the Crown in the matter of boun- 
daries. It established the limits of the Province of Quebec only “ during His Majesty’s 
pleasure.” (14 Geo. IIL, cap. 83, sec. 1.) 

3. In 1786 the King commissioned Sir Guy Carleton as “Governor in Chief in and 
over our Province of Quebec in America, comprehending all our territories, islands and 
countries in North America, bownded on the south by a line from the Bay Chaleurs,” etc. 
describing the line through the lakes to Lake Superior, and through that lake as follows 
—‘‘thence through Lake Superior northward of the Isles of Royal and Phillippeaux to 
the Long Lake, thence through the middle of said Long Lake and the water communica- 
tion between it and the Lake of the Woods to the said Lake of the Woods, thence 
through the said lake to the most north-western point thereof, and from thence on a due 
west course to the River Mississippi, and northward to the southern boundary of the 
territory granted to the Merchant Adventurers of England trading to Hudson's Bay.” 
(See copy among the Chisholm Papers, Parliamentary Library, Ottawa.) 

It will be seen that this definition of boundary would carry the limitary line on the 
_ west to the same point (on the parallel of latitude which cuts the most north-western point 
of the Lake of the Woods) at which the Act of 1774 intended to place it, namely the 
| Mississippi River. But it was afterwards discovered that the Mississippi River had its 
_ source two degrees to the south of this parallel. In the Treaty of Amity, etc., between 
Great Britain and the United States, of 1794, an article (4) was inserted, admitting a 
doubt on the point, and providing for a joint survey of the Mississippi, and “if it should 
appear that the said river would not be intersected by such a line (due west from north- 
west point of Lake of the Woods) the two parties will thereupon proceed by amicable 
negotiation to regulate the boundary line in that quarter, as well as all other points to be 
adjusted between the said parties according to justice and mutual convenience, and in 
conformity to the intent of the said treaty.” 

The question was not settled till 1818. By the treaty of that year, Great Britain 
surrendered to the United States all the country west of the Mississippi and south of the 
49th parallel, “to the Stony Mountains.” The line from Lake Superior to the most 
north-western point of the Lake of the Woods and the 49th parallel, have since formed 
the international boundary in that quarter. But the western boundary of the Province 
of Quebec, or, since its division into Upper and Lower Canada, of the Province of Upper 
Canada, was not affected by that surrender of territory. 

The Treaty of 1783 had given up all the country east of the Mississippi and south 
of the present international line. The question, then, seems to be reduced to a single 
point. Must we stop in our progress westward at “the most north-western point of the 
Lake of the Woods,” because that is the last point or distance that can be ascertained on 
the ground either under the Treaty of 1783, or the Royal Commission of 1786, or may we 
continue on our due west course, not to the Mississippi, but to the meridian of 95°, which, 
according to one of the alternatives undér the Act of 1774, takes the place of that river ? 
In the first case the western boundary line of Ontario will start from the “most north- 
western point of the Lake of the Woods and runs northwards (which, in the absence of 
any natural or geographical line, must be interpreted to mean north) to the southern 
boundary of the territory granted to the Hudson’s Bay Company. The “ north-west angle” 
of the Lake of the Woods, as determined by the Commissioners appointed under the con- 
vention of 1818, is not the most north-western point of that lake according to Mr. Dawson 
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and other later observers ; but an official determination of the point, under treaty with a 
foreign power, will probably be deemed binding on all subordinate authorities. In the 
second case, the meridian of 95° or a due north line from the source of the Mississippi, 
will, according to the most authentic maps, place our western boundary a few miles further 
west. It is to be observed that this last mentioned line was the boundary of the Province 
of Quebec, under the Act of 1774; was the line intended in the Treaty of 1783, and in 
the Commission to the Governor, Sir Guy Carleton, in 1786. It is the western limitary 
line of the “Canada” of official designation and legal jurisdiction, #nd it remains unchanged 
to this day by any Act of Parliament, or exercise of “the pleasure” of the Crown. 

In conclusion, the undersigned would observe that the elaborate report of the Com- 
missioner of Crown Lands in 1857 ; the instructions to Chief Justice Draper, the agent of 
Canada in England ; and the Minute of Council, approved by the Governor, Sir Edmund 
Head, show that the Government of Canada of that day contended for a still more western 
line. The approved “ minute” claims that “the western boundary of Canada extends to 
the Pacific Ocean.” The “Canada” referred to in the minute, and in Mr. Cauchon’s. 
Report, was, however the Canada of the French, Wowvelle France ; but the Canada whose 
boundaries we have now to determine is the Canada of the British, after the whole country, 
east of the Mississippi, had become British by the Treaty of 1763. Itis the Canada whose 
limits were declared by Statute, by Proclamations, Commissions, and other “ Acts of 
Sovereign authority,” between that date (1763) and the passing of the British North 
America Act of 1867. 

Many additional facts might be adduced, and statutes and documents cited, to sup- 
port the position that the western boundary of Ontario is at least as far west as the most. 
north-western point of the Lake of the Woods ; but the course of its prolongation north- 
wards is a question of legal inference. Its distance from the international boundary to 
the southern boundary of Rupert’s Land will depend on the determination of a much 
more difficult question, viz., Where is the southern boundary of Rupert’s Land? 

A satisfactory answer to this question will, probably, never be given ; but before it 
can even be suggested, with any approach to historical or legal certainty, an examination 
of the maps, records and documents in the custody of the Hudson’s Bay Company will be 
necessary. As the Company have no longer an interest in maintaining the extravagant 
territorial claims put forward by them in recent times, such an examination would, no 
doubt, be readily permitted to any representative of the Province or the Dominion. 


OrpER IN CoUNCIL, APPROVED BY THE LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR ON THE 25TH 
Marca, 1872.* 


The Committee of Council have had under consideration the despatch, dated 14th 
March instant, from the Secretary of State for the Provinces to your Excellency, together 
with the instructions transmitted therewith, and the report of the President of the 
Council, dated 22nd March instant, in reference thereto. 

The Committee advise that the Government of Canada be informed that the 
Province of Ontario claims the boundary line is very different from the one defined by 
the said instructions, and cannot consent to the prosecution of the Commission for the 
purpose of marking on the ground the line so defined, and that the Commissioner appointed 
by the Government of Ontario should be instructed to abstain from taking any further 
action under his Commission. 

Certified. 
J. G. Scort, 
Clerk E. C. 


* Sess. Papers, Ont., 1873, No. 44, p.17. 
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Toe ProvincraL SECRETARY TO Mr. McDovucatu.* 


PROVINCIAL SECRETARY’S OFFICE, 
Toronto, 26th March, 1872. 


Str,—I have the honour to transmit herewith a copy of an Order in Council, ap- 
proved of by His Excellency the Lieutenant-Governor, having reference to the proposed 
settlement of the boundary line between the Province of Ontario and the North-West 
Territories ; and also, a copy of the instructions given by the Dominion Government to 
the Commissioner appointed to act on its behalf in the matter. T am, at the same time, 
eommanded by His Excellency the Lieutenant-Governor to direct you to abstain from 
taking any further action as Commissioner for this Province. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


Prrer Gow, 
Secretary. 


Hon. William McDougall, C.B., 
Toronto, 


THe LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR TO THE SECRETARY OF State. ft 


GOVERNMENT Housz, 
Toronto, 26th March, 1872. 


Sir,— With reference to your despatch, dated 14th instant, relating to the location 
of the boundary line between the Province of Ontario and the North-West Territories, 
I have the honour to transmit herewith a copy of an Order in Council approved on the 
25th instant, having regard to that matter. 

I have,*at the same time, to intimate that the Commissioner appointed on behalf 
of my Government has been instructed to abstain from any further action under his 
Commission, 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 
W. P. Howtanp. 
Hon. Secretary of State (Provinces), Ottawa. 


Tue Secretary or Stare To THE LiguTENANtT-GovERNor. t 


DEPARTMENT OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR THE PROVINCES, 
Orrawa, 5th April, 1872. 


Str,—I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your despatch, No. 444, of 
the 26th ultimo, covering a certified copy of a Minute of your Executive Council, passed 
on that day on the subject of the location of the boundary line between the Province of 
Ontario and the North-West Territories, and at the same time intimating that the 
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Commissioner appointed by your Government to act on their behalf in fixing the 
said boundary has been instructed to abstain from any further action under his 
Commission. 
I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


JosEPH Howe, 
Seeretary,of State for the Provinces. 
Hon. W. P. Howland, C.B., 
Lieutenant-Governor, Toronto. 


Report or A COMMITTEE OF THE Privy COUNCIL, APPROVED BY THE GOVERNOR- 
GENERAL ON THE 9TH APRIL, 1872.* 


On the despatch of the Lieutenant-Governor of Ontario, dated 26th March last, 
on the subject of the location of the boundary line between the Province of Ontario and 
the North-West Territories, the Committee of the Privy Council beg leave to report :— 

That in a despatch from the Secretary of State for the Provinces to the Lieutenant- 
Governor of Ontario, dated 30th November last, based upon a Minute of Council of the 
28th November, it was suggested to the Government of Ontario that it was of great 
consequence that the ascertaining and fixing on the ground of the boundary line in 
question should be, as far as possible, expedited. 

That the Lieutenant-Governor, in his despatch of the 6th of January last, expressed 
his concurrence in the necessity for immediate action, and to prevent unnecessary 
delay, suggested that a draft of the instructions proposed to be given to the Com- 
missioner appointed on behalf of the Dominion to locate the line, should be transmitted 
for the consideration of the Government of Ontario at the earliest moment. 

That with the view of meeting the desire so expressed, a draft of the proposed 
‘nstructions was transmitted to the Lieutenant-Governor by despatch dated the 14th 
of March last, and 

That the Lieutenant-Governor, in reply, transmitted with the despatch of the 26th of 
March now under consideration, an Order of his Executive Council to the following effect :— 

“The Committee advise that the Government of Canada be informed that the 
Province of Ontario claims that the boundary line is very different from the one 
defined by the said instructions, and cannot consent to the prosecution of the Com- 
mission for the purpose of marking on the ground the line so defined, and that the 
Commissioner appointed by the Government of Ontario should be instructed to abstain 
from taking any further action under his Commission.” 

The Committee of the Privy Council regret that the Government of Ontario, while 
expressing their difference of opinion from that of the Dominion, omitted to give their 
own views on the subject, and they did not state what their claim as to the location 
of the boundary line was. 

As it is of the greatest consequence to the peace and well-being of the country in the 
vicinity of the dividing line, that no questions as to jurisdiction, or the means of 
prevention or punishment of crime should arise or be allowed to continue, the Committee — 
recommend that the Government of Ontario be invited to communicate their opinion on 
the subject to your Excellency, together with a description of the boundary line which 
they would suggest as the correct one. Should it be found, after an interchange of | 
opinions, that the two Governments cannot agree as to the location of the line, the 
Committee do not doubt that both Governments will feel it their duty to settle without 
delay upon some proper mode of determining, in an authoritative manner, the true- 
position of such boundary. 

Certified. 
Wma. H. Les, 
Clerk P. C. 


* Sess. Papers, Ont., 1873, No. 44, p. 18. 
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THE SECRETARY OF STATE TO THE LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR.* 


DEPARTMENT OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR THE PROVINCES, 
Orrawa, 10th April, 1872. 


Srr,—I have the honour to transmit for the consideration of your Government, a 
certified copy of an Order of His Excellency the Governor General in Council, on your 
despatch of the 24th ult., on the subject of the location of the boundary line between the 
Province of Ontario and the North-West Territories. 

Permit me to call your attention to the concluding paragraph of the Order in Council, 
and for the reason therein set forth, to invite your Government to communicate their 
opinion on the subject discussed in the Order, together with a description of the boundary 
line which they could suggest as the correct one. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


JosEePpH Howe, 
Secretary of State for the Provinces. 


Hon. W. P. Howland, C.B., Lieutenant-Governor, Toronto. 


ORDER IN COUNCIL, APPROVED BY THE LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR ON THE 197TH 
ApriL, 1872.7 


The Committee of Council have had under consideration the despatch from the 
Secretary of State for the Provinces of the 10th instant, on the subject of the boundary 
line of Ontario, and the copy of an approved Minute of the Privy Council of Canada 
enclosed. In this Minute the Privy Council regrets, ‘‘ That the Government of Ontario, 
while expressing their difference of opinion from that of the Dominion, omitted to give 
their own views on the subject, and did not state what their claim as to the location of 
the boundary was.” 

The Committee would observe that the despatch on which their Minute was founded 
did not contain any invitation to the Government of Ontario to express its views or 
state its claim. 

The Government of Ontario is now invited to do so, and the Committee advise that the 
Government of Canada should be informed that this Government proposes the boundary 
contained in the annexed description. 

The Committee further advise that the Government of Canada should be informed 
that as to the western limit, in the opinion of this Government, there are grounds for 
maintaining the contention of former Governments of Canada, that the limit of Ontario 
is further west than the one proposed in the description, and that, while this Government 
is prepared, in view of all the circumstances, to agree to the western limit so proposed, 
in case the same is accepted by the Government of Canada, this Government does not 
consider itself bound by the proposal in any other event. 

As to the northern limit, it will be observed from the description that this Govern- 
ment maintains the position which is supported by the contentions of all former 
Governments, and by the indisputable facts, that the northern boundary lies north of the 
watershed of the St. Lawrence system, the line of which watershed is the northern 
boundary laid down by the Government of Canada ; and the Committee advise that the 
Government of Canada should be informed that, in view of all the circumstances, this 
Government will be prepared, in case its position as to the northern boundary is agreed 
to by the Government of Canada, to consider any proposal which may be made by that 
Government for the establishment of a conventional limit to the north of that 
watershed. 

Certified. 
Js Ge SCOTT, 
Clerk F.C. 
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PROPOSED DESCRIPTION. 
(Referred to in the annexed Minute of Council. )* 


The boundary line of Ontario is the international boundary from the mouth of the 
Pigeon River, on Lake Superior, to a point west of the Lake of the Woods, where the 
international boundary line would be intersected by a line drawn north from the source 
of the Mississippi River ; thence the boundary line of Ontario runs north to the point of 
intersection of the southern boundaries of the Hudson’s Bay Territories; thence the 
boundary line of Ontario is the southern boundary of those Territories to the point 
where that boundary would be intersected by a line drawn north from the head of Lake 
Temiscaming. 


THE LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE. T 


GOVERNMENT Houss, 
Toronto, 19th April, 1872. 


Srir,—Adverting to the correspondence that has taken place with reference to the 
settlement of the boundary line between the Province of Ontario and the North-West 
Territories, I have now the honour to transmit a copy of an Order in Council, approved 
this day, having regard to that question, and to invite the attention of the Dominion 
Government thereto. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


W. P. Howranp. 
Hon. Secretary of State (Provinces), Ottawa. 


THE SEORETARY OF STATE TO THE LIEUTENANT-GovVERNOR. tf 


DEPARTMENT OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR THE PROVINCES, 
Orrawa, 22nd April, 1872. 


Sirn,—I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your despatch of the 19th 
instant, adverting to previous correspondence with reference to the settlement of the 
boundary line between the North-West Territories and the Province of Ontario, and_ 
covering a copy of an Order of your Executive Council in relation to that question. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


JosgpH Howe, 
Secretary of State for the Provinces. 
Hon. W. P. Howland, C.B., 


Lieutenant-Governor, Toronto. 
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Tue SECRETARY DEPARTMENT OF PuBLIC WoRKS TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE.* 


DEPARTMENT OF PuBLIC Works, 
Orrawa, 24th April, 1872. 


Sir,—I am directed to transmit herewith, an account against the Province of Ontario, 
for maintenance of police force at Thunder Bay, and cash advances, etc., for Court House 
at Prince Arthur’s Landing, amounting to $4,035.74, and to request that application may 
be made to the Government of that Province for an early settlement of the same. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your most obedient servant, 


F. Braun, 


Secretary. 
Honourable the Secretary of State for the Provinces, Ottawa. 


THe SecRETARY OF STATE TO THE LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR.* 


Orrawa, 26th April, 1872. 


Srr,—I have the honour to transmit you herewith, for the consideration of your 
Government, a copy of a letter from the Secretary of the Department of Public Works, 
together with the account therein referred to, amounting in all to the sum of four 
thousand and thirty-five dollars and seventy-four cents, for the maintenance of a police 
force at Thunder Bay, and for cash advances, etc., for the Court House at Prince 
Arthur’s Landing. 

I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your most obedient servant, 


JOsEPH Hows, 
Secretary of State for the Prowinces. 


The Honourable W. P. Howland, C.B., 
Lieutenant-Governor, Toronto. 


—_———_—— 


ReEepoRT OF THE MINISTER OF JUSTICE. { 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
Orrawa, Ist May, 1872. 


With reference to a despatch of the Lieutenant-Governor of Ontario, of the 19th 
April, transmitting an Order in Council of that Province of the same date, on the 
subject of the northern and western boundaries of the Province of Ontario, and in 
which the Government of that Province transmits a description of what it holds 
those boundaries to be, 

The undersigned has the honour to report that a considerable difference exists 
between the Government of Canada and that of Ontario, in respect to the said northern 
and western boundaries of Ontario, and until such boundaries are properly ascertained 
and defined, no criminal jurisdiction can be effectively established or exercised in the 
disputed territory. 

Having reference to the prospect of a large influx of people into the North-West 
‘Territories, it is very material that crime should not go unpunished or unprevented, and 
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in this view the undersigned has the honour to suggest that the Government of Ontario — 


be invited to concur in a statement of the case for immediate reference to the Judicia} 
Committee of the Privy Council of England, with a view to the settlement, by a judgment 
or decision of that tribunal, of the western and northern boundaries of Ontario. 

This is the more necessary as no conventional arrangement between the two Govern- 
ments, as to boundary, can confer criminal jurisdiction on the Courts of Ontario, unless 
the place where any crime may be committed is, by law, within the Province. 

The undersigned has the honour, also, to call attention to the fact that the mineral 
wealth of the North-West country is likely to attract a large immigration into those 
parts, and, with a view to its development, as well as to prevent the confusion and strife 
that is certain to arise and continue among the miners and other settlers so long as the 
uncertainty as to boundary exists, the undersigned begs leave to recommend that the 
Government of Ontario be urged to arrange with that of the Dominion for some joint. 
course of action as to the granting of land and of mining licenses, reservation of royalties, 
etc., and for this purpose he would suggest that the Government of Ontario be moved to 
appoint a Commissioner to meet the Hon. J. C. Aikins, and arrange some joint system ; 
and that any such arrangement, when ratified by the two Governments, shall be held to 
bind both, and shall be subject to the decision of the Judicial Committee of the Privy 
Council upon the question of the boundary ; and that after such decision, titles to lands 
or mining rights shall be confirmed by the Government, whether of Canada or of Ontario, 
as shall, under the decision of the Judicial Committee, be the proper party to legalize 
the same. 


All which is respectfully submitted. 
Joun A. Macponatp, 


Report oF A CoMMITTEE OF THE Privy COUNCIL, APPROVED BY THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL 
ON THE 16TH May, 1872.* 


The Committee of Council have had under consideration the annexed Memorandum, 
dated May Ist, 1872, from the Honourable the Minister of Justice, having reference to 
the settlement of the question of the northern and western boundaries of the Province of 
Ontario, and they respectfully report their concurrence in the recommendations submitted 
in the said Memorandum, and advise that the same be approved and adopted. 


Certified. 
Wm. H. Lez, 
Clerk P.C. 
To the Honourable 
The Secretary of State, etc., etc., for the Provinces. 


THe SECRETARY OF STATE TO THE LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR. t+ 


Orrawa, 16th May, 1872. 


Srr,—Referring to your despatch of the 19th ultimo, covering an Order in Council 
of the Government of Ontario, of the same date, on the subject of the northern and 
western boundaries of that Province, I have the honour to enclose, for the information of 
your Government, a copy of an Order of the Governor-General in Council, dated to-day, 
together with a copy of the memorandum of the Honourable the Minister of Justice 
mentioned therein. 


2. Tam, at the same time, for reasons set forth in the memorandum, to invite the 


Government of Ontario to concur with the Government of Canada in a statement of the 
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case now in dispute between the said Governments, respecting such boundaries, for 
immediate reference to the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, with the view to a 
settlement, by a judgment or decision of that tribunal, of the western and northern 
boundaries of Ontario. 

3. Iam also to urge upon the Government of Ontario the necessity, in view of the 
facts stated in the last paragraph of the accompanying memorandum, of arranging with 
the Government of the Dominion for some joint course of action as to the granting of 
land and of mining licenses, reservation of royalties, etc., in the portion of territory in 
controversy, and for this purpose I have to request you to move your Government to 
appoint a Commissioner to meet the Honourable J. C. Aikins to arrange such joint 
system, on the understanding that any such arrangement when ratified by the two 
Governments shall be held to bind both, and shall be subject to the decision of the Judicial 
Committee of the Privy Council upon the question of the boundaries, and that after such 
decision titles to lands or mining rights shall be confirmed by the Government, whether of 
Canada or of Ontario, as shall under the decision of the Privy Council be the proper 
party to legalize the same. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your most obedient servant, 


JOSEPH Howe, 
Secretary of State for the Provinces. 
The Honourable Wm. P. Howland, C.B., 
Lieutenant-Governor, Toronto. 


os 


ORDER IN CoUNCIL, APPROVED BY THE LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR ON THE 3lst May, 1872.* 


The Committee of Council have had under consideration the despatch from the 
Secretary of State for the Provinces, of the 16th May, with the Minute of Council and 
memorandum of the Minister of Justice enclosed in that despatch, all relating to the 
settlement of the question of the northern and western boundaries of the Province of 
Ontario. The Committee of Council regrets that the Government of Canada does not 
propose in any respect to modify its views with reference to these boundaries, opposed as 
these views are to the general tenor of the expressions and conduct of the Governments 
of the late Province of Canada, and of the Dominion in the past. The Committee of 
Council also regrets that the Government of Canada is not prepared to negotiate for the 
arriving at a conventional arrangement as regards the boundaries. The Committee infers 
that the Government of Canada disapproves of that course in consequence of the difficulty 
stated in the following extract from the memorandum of the Minister of Justice. 

“This is the more necessary as no conventional arrangement between the two 
Governments, as to boundary, can confer criminal jurisdiction on the Courts of Ontario, 
unless the place where any crime may be committed is by law within the Province.” 

The Committee desires to call attention to the third clause of the Act of the Imperial 
Parliament, passed 29th June, 1871, chap. 28, which is in these words : 

“The Parliament of Canada may, from time to time, with the consent of the Legisla- 
ture of any Province of the said Doininion, increase, diminish, or otherwise alter the 
limits of such Province upon such terms and conditions as may be agreed to by the said 
Legislature, and may, with the like consent, make provision respecting the effect and 
operation of any such increase or diminution or alteration of territory in relation to any 
Province affected thereby.” 

It appears to the Committee that under the operation of this clause it is quite 
possible to arrive at a conventional settlement of the question by the joint action of the 
Executive and Legislative authorities of the Dominion and of the Province. 
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aa 


With reference to the emergency arising out of the expected immigration during 
this spring and summer, it appears to the Committee that a short Act of the Parliament 
of Canada, providing that the boundaries of the Province of Ontario should, for the 
purposes of criminal jurisdiction, and so far as the Parliament of Canada can provide, 
be deemed, pending the settlement of the question, to extend as far as the limits which 
are specified in the memorandum transmitted to the Government of Canada by this 
Government, would, though open to some objection, afford the best practicable solution of 
that difficulty. 

With reference to the proposed submission to the Judicial Committee of the Privy 
_ Council, this Committee begs to observe that the solution of the boundary question 
_ depends upon numerous facts, the evidence as to many of which is procurable only in 
America, and the collection of which would involve the expenditure of much time; and 
upon the whole the Committee is of opinion that the more satisfactory way of settling 
_ the question, should the Government of Canada still decline to negotiate for a conven- 
_ tional boundary, would be by reference to a Commission sitting on this side of the 
Atlantic, and the Committee recommends that, without for the present dealing definitely 
with the proposal of the Government of Canada for a reference to the Judicial Committee, 
this counter-suggestion should be made to that Government. 

The Committee of Council entertains a strong conviction that it is the duty of the 
Government of Ontario to retain in the meantime the control of the lands within the 
boundaries claimed by it ; but as it is anxious that the policy of the Government with 
reference to the disposition of these lands should, so far as practicable, conform to the 
views of the Government of Canada, the Committee agrees that an effort should be made 
to avoid the possible difficulties arising from the claims put forward by that Government, 
and with this view the Committee recommends that the Honourable R. W. Scott should 
be requested to confer with the Honourable J. C. Aikins, as proposed by the despatch 
of the 16th May. 

Certified. 
J. G. Scort, 
Clerk F.C. 


Executive Council Chamber,, 3lst May, 1872. 


THE LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE.* 


GovVERNMENT Housg, 
Toronto, 31st May, 1872. 


Str,—I have the honour to transmit herewith a copy of an Order in Council, 
approved this day, having reference to the settlement of the boundary line between the 
Province of Ontario and the North-West Territories, and to invite the early attention of 
the Dominion Government thereto. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


W. P. How.anp, 


Per E. G. Curtis, 
Private Secretary. 


Hon. Secretary of State (Provinces), Ottawa. 
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ae THE SECRETARY OF STATE TO THE LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR.* 


ed 
DEPARTMENT OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR THE PROVINCES, 
Orrawa, Ist June, 1872. 


Sir,—I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your despatch of the 31st 
ultimo, covering a copy of an Order of your Executive Council, having reference to the 
settlement of the boundary line between the Province of Ontario and the North-West 
Territories. 

Your despatch and its enclosure will be brought under the early notice of the 
Governor-General in Council. 

I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 
JosEepH Howe. 
Secretary of State for the Provinces. 
Hon. W. P. Howland, C.B., 


Lieutenant-Governor, Toronto. 


Tue Secrerary or THE Department or Pustic Worxs (CanapA) To THE SECRETARY 
oF SrarTe.f 


Pusuic Works, 
Orrawa, 10th June, 1872. 


Srr,—I have the honour to enclose herewith, sundry accounts, with vouchers of an 
expenditure amounting to $797.09 (seven hundred and ninety-seven dollars and nine 
cents), disbursed by Mr. 8. J. Dawson, in charge of the Red River route, for the main- 
tenance of a police force at Thunder Bay. The Minister of Public Works requests that 
you will be good enough to present the same to the Ontario Government for payment. 

I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 
F. Bravy, 
Secretary. 
The Honourable the Secretary of State, 
etc., etc., etc. 


—_———_ 


Tue SECRETARY OF STATE TO THE LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR.T 


Orrawa, 13th June, 1872. 


Sir,—I have the honour to transmit to you, herewith, a copy of a letter from the 
Department of Public Works, together with the accounts and vouchers therein referred to. 

May I request that you will have the goodness to bring these documents under the 
early notice of your Government. 

I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your most obedient servant, 
JosEPpH Hower, 
Secretary of State for the Provinces. 
The Honourable W. P. Howland, 
Lieutenant-Governor, Toronto. 
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Tue LIcUTENANT-GOVERNOR TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE.* 


GOVERNMENT HoussE, 
Toronto, 25th June, 1872. 


Srr,—Adverting to your despatch under date the 26th April last, enclosing a copy 
of a letter from the Secretary of the Department of Public Works of Canada, together 
with certain accounts therein referred to, amounting to the sum of $4,035.74, for the 
maintenance of a police force at Thunder Bay, and for cash advances for the Court 
House at Prince Arthur’s Landing, I have the honour to transmit herewith cheques of 
the Treasury Department, Ontario, Nos. 782 and 783, drawn in favour of the Dominion 
Government for the sums of $215.02 and $793.81 respectively, being in discharge of 
items in connection with the Court House at Prince Arthur's Landing. 

With reference to the other items in connection with the maintenance of a police 
force at Thunder Bay, I have at the same time to intimate that my Government has 
been unable to ascertain the authority from the Province of Ontario upon which the 
Province is now asked to pay these amounts, and I have, therefore, to request you to be 
good enough to state, for their information, the authority upon which the expenditure 
in question has been made. 

While my Government fully concurs in the view of the Government of the Dominion 
of Canada, that Thunder Bay and that part of the Red River road, the construction 
of which has given rise to the claim now made, is within the limits of the Province of 
Ontario, I cannot but observe that the Government of the Dominion of Canada is at this 
moment preferring a claim to that territory on the ground of its being beyond the limits 
of this Province. 

I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your most obedient servant, 
W. P. Howzanp. 
To the Honourable 
The Secretary of State for the Provinces, Ottawa. 


ORDER IN CoUNCIL, APPROVED BY THE LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR ON THE 26TH JUNE, 
1872.* : 


The Committee of Council have had under consideration the despatch of the Secre- 
tary of State for the Provinces to his Excellency the Lieutenant-Governor, dated the 
26th April, 1872, enclosing a letter from the Department of Public Works of Canada, 
respecting the transmission of an account against the Province of Ontario for maintenance 
of police force in Thunder Bay, and cash advanced, etc., for Court House at Prince 
Arthur’s Landing, amounting together to $4,085.74. The items in connection with the 
Court House at Prince Arthur’s Landing, amounting to $798.91 and $215.02, making 
together $1,008.98, are correct, and cheques have been issued for these amounts, and the 
Committee recommend that they should be transmitted to the Secretary of State. 

With reference to the other items in connection with the maintenance of police force, 
the Committee have been unable to ascertain the authority from the Province of Ontario 
upon which the Province is asked to pay the amount, and the Committee recommend 
that the Secretary of State be requested to furnish that authority. 

The Committee agree in the view of the Government of Canada that Thunder Bay 
and that part of the Red River road, the construction of which has given rise to the claim, 
is within the limits of the Province of Ontario, but they feel bound to observe that the 
Government of Canada is at this moment preferring a claim to that territory as beyond 
the limits of Ontario. 

Certified. J. Geo Scorn, 
Clerk, Executive Council, Ontario. 


* Sess. Papers, Ont., 1873, No, 44, p. 26. 


EXPENDITURE OF PUBLIC MONEYS AT THUNDER BAY, ETC., 1872. 237 


Toe Unpbeir-SECRETARY OF STATE TO THE LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR.* 


SECRETARY OF STATE FOR THE PROVINCES, 
Orrawa, July 2nd, 1872. 


Sm,—I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your despatch of the 25th 
ultimo, in reply to one from the Secretary of State for the Provinces, under date the 26th 
April last, enclosing a copy of a letter from the Secretary of the Department of Public 
Works of Canada, together with certain accounts therein referred to, amounting to 
$4,035.74, for the maintenance of a police force at Thunder Bay, and for cash advances 
for the Court House at Prince Arthur’s Landing. 

I have also to acknowledge the receipt of two cheques (enclosed in your despatch) 
on the Treasury Department, Ontario, in favour of the Dominion Government, for the 
sums of $215.02 and $7938.81 respectively, being in discharge of items in connection with 
the Court House at Prince Arthur’s Landing, A copy of your despatch has been com- 
municated to the Minister of Public Works, and his attention has been called to the 
request made by you on behalf of your Government, to be informed of the authority 
upon which the Province of Ontario is called upon to pay the expenses specified in the 
accounts in connection with the maintenance of the police force at Thunder Bay. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


E. A. Merepira, 
Under-Secretary of State. 
The Honourable Wm. P. Howland, C.B., 
Lieutenant-Govyernor, Toronto. 


Bank oF Montreat Deposit ReEceirt.t 
(Original for the Depositor.) 


No. 575. Bank oF MonrREAlL, 
$1,008.33. Orrawa, 15th July, 1872. 


Received from Dept. Public Works, on account of transportation service, N.-W. 
Territory, the sum of ten hundred and eight ,33, dollars, which amount will appear at 
the Receiver-General’s credit with this Bank. 


Signed in duplicate. 
Ent. 3 p. Jas. SmirH. 


Tue SecRETARY OF THE DEPARTMENT OF Pusiic Works (CAN.) TO THE PROVINCIAL 
SECRETARY. t 


Orrawa, July 24th, 1872. 


Sir,—I have the honour to enclose herewith a duplicate receipt for the sum of 
$1,008.83 paid into the Bank of Montreal by this Department, on account of transport 
service, N.-W. Territory, and paid to the credit of the Receiver-General of the Dominion. 

I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 
F. Braun, 
Secretary. 
The Honourable 
The Provincial Secretary of Ontario, etc., etc., Toronto. 
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Report oF A COMMITTEE OF THE Privy CoUNCIL, APPROVED BY THE GOVERNOR- 
GENERAL ON THE 7TH NoveMBER, 1872.* 


The Committee of Council have had under consideration the despatch from the 
Lieutenant-Governor of Ontario of the 3lst May last, transmitting a further Order in 
Council of that Province on the subject of its northern and western boundaries. 

The Committee have the honour to report that the importance of obtaining an 
authoritative decision as to the limits, to the north and to the west of the Province of 
Ontario, has already been affirmed by Minute in Council. 

That the establishment of criminal and civil jurisdiction, and the necessity of 
meeting the demands of settlers and miners for the acquisition of titles to lands, combine 
to render such a decision indispensable. 

In reference to the northern boundary, the Government of Ontario contend that it 
lies to the north of the watershed which divides the waters running to the south from 
those which run towards Hudson’s Bay, and offer, ‘Should this view be acceded to by 
the Government of the Dominion, to consider any proposal which may be made to them 
by that Government for the establishment of a conventional limit to the north of that 
watershed ”—and as regards the western boundary line, they state that it may be defined 
by a line drawn north from a point west of the Lake of the Woods and on the 49th 
parallel of north latitude, where that parallel would be intersected by a line drawn north 
from the source of the Mississippi River, and from thence to the point of intersection 
with the southern boundary of the Hudson’s Bay Territory, but reserve, in the event of 
such a line not being agreed to by the Canadian Government, the right to contend that 
the boundary of Ontario is still farther to the west. 

The northern boundary of Ontario, the Government of the Dominion believe to be 
the line of the watershed separating the waters which run towards Lake Superior from 
those which run towards Hudson’s Bay; and the western boundary, a line drawn in 
accordance with the provisions of 14 George ITI., chapter 83, from the conflux of the 
Mississippi and Ohio rivers northward (1.¢., by the shortest northward course) to the 
southern boundary of the Hudson’s Bay Company’s Territories. 

With the divergent views thus held by the respective Governments, and consider- 
ing the limits within which the Government of Ontario propose to circumscribe the 
possible conventional boundaries, the ditiiculties which would attend an attempt to arrive 
at a settlement of the present differences between the two Governments in that mode 
are manifest, and in the opinion of the Committee too great to render such an attempt 
expedient. 

To place the territory in dispute, pending the settlement of the question, within the 
limits of Ontario for criminal purposes, as suggested in the Order in Council of that 
Province of the 31st May, whilst not at all providing for the sale or management of lands 
or granting titles thereto, or for civil jurisdiction, would, there is good reason to 
apprehend, be beyond the powers conferred by the “ British North America Act of 
1867,” and would be objectionable, not only as tending to render one party to the 
dispute less anxious possibly for its settlement, but, also, as calculated to exercise a 
prejudicial influence on the ultimate assertion of the rights of the Dominion. 

The Government of Ontario without, for the time, definitely dealing with the proposal 
of the Government of Canada for a reference to the Judicial Committee of the Privy 
Council, observe that “the solution of the boundary question depends upon numerous 
facts, the evidence of many of which is procurable only in America, and the collection 
of which would involve much time, and suggest that the more satisfactory way of 
settling the question, should the Government of Canada still decline to negotiate for a 
conventional boundary, would be by a reference to a Commission sitting on this side of 
the Atlantic.” 

The Committee are of opinion that the evidence upon which the decision of the 
boundaries in question would depend, is chiefly, if not altogether, of a documentary 
character, and would be found rather in the Imperial Archives than in America, and 


a 
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that any which exists here might readily be supplied, whilst an authoritative decision 
by the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council would be final, and command that 
general assent which is so important in endeavouring to adjust questions of an inter- 
provincial character. 

There are objections also to this proposal as regards the mode of conferring legal 


powers upon such a Commission, which it would be found very difficult, if not impossible |) 


to deal with, and the Committee doubt whether any other tribunal than that of the 
Queen in Council would be satisfactory to the other Provinces of the Dominion in the 


decision of questions in which they have a large interest, the importance of which is, by | 
current events, being constantly and rapidly augmented, and they respectfully recom- * 


mend that the proposition for a reference to Her Majesty in Council be renewed to the 
Government of Ontario. 

They recommend, therefore, that a copy of this Minute, if approved, be trans- 
mitted to the Lieutenant-Governor of Ontario by the Secretary of State for the 
Provinces. 

Certified. 
W. A. Himsworts, 
CoP: 


THE SECRETARY OF STATE TO THE LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR.* 


DEPARTMENT OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR THE PROVINCES, 
Ortawa, 12th November, 1872. 


Sir,—With reference to your despatch of 3lst May last, and its enclosure, I have 
the honour to transmit to you herewith, for the information of your Government, a copy 
of an Order of His Excellency the Governor-General in Council, on the subject of the 
northern and western boundaries of the Province of Ontario. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


JosEPpH Hows, 
Secretary of State for the Provinees. 
Hon. W. P. Howland, C.B., 
Lieutenant-Governor, Toronto. 


ReEpoRT OF THE SECRETARY OF STaTE (CaANaDA).t 


The Secretary of State has the honour to submit to your Excellency in Council that 
applications have been made to him for mining licenses and patents for lands in the 
neighbourhood of Lake Shebandowan and in places about the head of Lake Superior, 
and he recommends that, pending the locating of the boundary line between the North- 
West Territory and the Province of Ontario, no action be taken upon these or any 
similar applications ; he further recommends that the Lieutenant-Governor of Ontario be 
informed of the course proposed to be taken by your Excellency’s Government ; and that 
it be suggested that the Government of that Province should in like manner refrain 
from granting patents or mining licenses in the region of country about the head of 
Lake Snperior and Lake Shebandowan until after the boundary line shall have been 
settled, and he begs further to submit that it is of much importance that the ascertaining 
and fixing on the ground of the boundary line in question should, as far as possible, be 
expedited. 

J. C. AIKINS. 

25th November, 1871. 
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ExtTRACT FROM THE SpEEcH oF His Honour THE LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR OF ONTARIO 
ON THE OPENING OF THE LeGIsLATURE, 8TH JANUARY, 1873.* 


Since we last met negotiations have taken place between the Dominion Government, 
and myself on the subject of the northern and western boundaries of the Province. 
The correspondence will be laid before you. Meanwhile, I have directed investigations 
to be made which were necessary to the establishment of the rights of Ontario, “and @ 
mass of evidence in favour of the boundaries claimed by Ontario has been accumulated, 
which will I hope prove abundantly sufficient to secure a favourable result. 


RESOLUTION OF THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF OnvTARIO.{ 


LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY, 
Toronto, 20th January, 1873. 


Resolved, That an humble address be presented to His Excellency the Lieutenant- 
Goyernor, praying His Excellency to cause to be laid before this House— 

So, much of the memorandum of the Commissioners of Crown Lands, made in! 
March, 1857, as relates to the north-west boundaries of Canada; also, the report of Mr.. 
Chief Justice Draper. respecting his mission to England, in 1857, on the subject of the 
claims of the Hudson’s Bay Company, together “with copies of the two documents. 
relating to the boundaries of Canada, laid before the Committee of the House of Commons 
by the Chief Justice. 


THe LiruTenant-GOVERNOR TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE. t 


GOVERNMENT House, 
Toronto, 3lst January, 1873. 


Sir,—I have the honour.to transmit herewith a copy of a resolution of the Legis- 
lative Assembly of this Province, asking for certain information relative to the north- 
west boundaries, and to request you to be good enough to furnish the same. at your 
earliest convenience. 

I have the honour to be, Sir, 


Your obedient servant, 


W. P. Howranp. 
‘Hon. Secretary of State for the Provinces, 
Ottawa. 


Tue SecRETARY OF STATE To THE LIEUTENANT-GoOvVERNOR. { 


DEPARTMENT OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR THE PROVINCEs, 
Ottawa, 3rd February, 1873. 


Sir,—I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your despatch of the 31st 
ultimo, covering a copy of a resolution of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of 
Ontario, asking for certain information relative to the north-west boundaries of Canada. 
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Your despatch will be submitted for the early consideration of the Governor-General 
in Council. 
I have the honour to be, Sir, 


Your obedient servant, 


JosepH Hows, 
Secretary of State for the Provinces. 
Hon. W. P. Howland, C.B., 
Lieutenant-Governor, Toronto. 


THe Lisurenant-GoveRNOR TO THE SECRETARY OF SratTE.* 


GOVERNMENT Houss, 
Toronto, 14th March, 1873. 


Sir,—I have the honour to invite your attention to my despatch of 3lst January 
dast, transmitting a copy of a resolution of the Legislative Assembly of this Province, 
asking for certain information relative to the north-west boundaries of Ontario. I have 
to request you to be good enough to furnish the same at your earliest convenience, with 
a view to its presentation to the Legislative Assembly this session. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


W. P. How ann. 
Hon. Secretary of State for the Provinces, 
Ottawa, 


THe Secrerary or Stave To THE LIKUTENANT-GOVERNOR.* 


DeparrMent or tHE SecReTARY oF STATE FOR THE PROVINCES, 
Orrawa, 18th March, 1873. 


Stx,—Referring to your despatches of the 31st January last and the 14th instant, 
requesting certain information relative to the north-west boundaries of Ontario, I have 
to acquaint you that Iam informed that the memorandum of the Commissioner of 

Crown Lands for the late Province of Canada, made in March, 1857, and referred to in the 
resolution of the Legislative Assembly of Ontario enclosed in your despatch first above 
inentioned, is not in the possession of the Government, but will, with the report of Mr. 
Chief Justice Draper, referred to in the same resolution, be found in the appendix to the 
Journals of the Legislative Assembly of the late Province of Canada, Vol. 15, No. 4, 
1857, 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


JosEPH Hows, 
Secretary of State for the Provinces. 


His Honour the Lieutenant-Governor of Ontario, 
Toronto. 
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THE SECRETARY OF STATE TO THE LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR. * 


DEPARTMENT OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE, 
Orrawa, 26th December, 1873. 


Srr,—I have the honour to invite your attention to the letter addressed to your 
predecessor on the 12th November, 1872, covering a copy of a report of His Excellency 
the Governor-General in Council, on the subject of the northern and western boundaries 
of the Province of Ontario. 

May I request that you will have the goodness to bring the matter under the early 
notice of your Government, with a view to their coming to a decision on the proposition 
contained in the Order in Council in question to submit the question of the boundary to 
the decision of the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council. 


T have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


D. CHRISTIE, 
Secretary of State. 
His Honour the Lieutenant-Governor of Ontario, 
Toronto. 


Extract From THE Speecu or His Honour tHe LiguTENANT-GOVERNOR OF ONTARIO, 
ON THE OPENING OF THE LeqisLATURE, Stu January, 1874.1} 


The collection of evidence with respect to our North-West boundary is still going on; 
and the evidence for and against our claims will soon, I trust, be in a position to be 
referred to some tribunal for adjudication. I have no apprehension as to the result. 
Meanwhile, informal negotiations have taken place for the adoption of a provisional line, 
so that the settlement of the important territory in dispute may not be delayed for a 
decision as to the true and permanent boundary. Resolutions on the subject will probably 


be submitted for your consideration. 


RESOLUTION OF THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF ONTARIO, PASSED 23RD Marcu, 1874.f 


Resolved, That this House approves of the reference of the question of the western 
boundary of this Province to arbitration, or to the Privy Council, according as the 
Lieutenant-Governor in Council shall see fit, and approves likewise of the adoption of a 
provisional boundary line in the meantime, on such terms as may be agreed upon between 
the Government of the Dominion and the Government of this Province. 


Report or THE MINISTER OF THE INTERIOR.§ 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
June 2nd, 1874. 


The undersigned has to report that on the 16th May, 1872, a Report of the 
Honourable the Privy Council was approved, embodying a memorandum from the 
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Honourable the Minister of J ustice, having reference to the boundaries of the northern 
and western part of Ontario, wherein the Minister of Justice calls attention to the fact 
that the mineral wealth of the North-West country is likely to attract a large immigra- 
tion into those parts, with a view to its development, as well as to prevent the confusion 
and strife that is certain to arise and continue among the miners and other settlers so 
long as the uncertainty as to boundary exists. The undersigned begs leave to recom- 
mend that the Government of Ontario be urged to arrange with that of the Dominion 
for some joint course of action as to the granting of land. 
. That as the Indian title of a considerable part of the territory in dispute had not 
then been extinguished, it was thought desirable to postpone the negotiations for a 
conventional arrangement, under which the territory might be opened for sale or settle- 
ment, until a Treaty was concluded with the Indians. 

That barrier being now removed, the undersigned has the honour to recommend 


Superior and Lake of the Woods will be seriously retarded, as applications to take up 
lands in that section are being constantly made, and the inability to obtain recognition 
of claims from either the Government of Ottawa or Toronto is impeding the settlement 
of the country. 

The undersigned would therefore suggest that the Ontario Government be invited 
to arrange with the Dominion Government for some joint course of action as to the 
granting of land and adjusting disputed rights in the territory claimed by both Govern- 
ments, and that the Ontario Government be moved to appoint a Commissioner to meet 
the undersigned and arrange some joint system for the sale of lands, by the adoption of 
a conventional boundary on the west and north, and that after the final adjustment of 
the true boundaries, titles to the land should be confirmed by the Government, whether 
of Ontario or the Dominion, whichever should be the proper party to legalize the same. 


Davip Latrp, 
Minister of the Interior. 


Report oF A ComMItrer or THE Privy COUNCIL, APPROVED BY THE GoveRNOR-CGENERAL 
ON THE 3RD JUNE, 1874.* 


The Committee of the Privy Council have had under consideration the memoran- 
dum,°dated 2nd June, and hereunto annexed, from the Honourable the Minister of the 
Interior, representing that as some considerable time must elapse before the northern 
and western boundaries of Ontario can be finally adjusted, it is desirable in the meantime 
to agree upon conventional boundaries, and suggesting that the Ontario. Government be 
moved to appoint a Commissioner to meet with him, the Minister of the Interior, and 
arrange some joint system for the sale of lands, and adjusting disputed rights in the 
territory claimed by both Governments by the adoption of a conventional boundary on 
the west and north, and that, after the final adjustment of the true boundaries, titles 
to lands should be confirmed by the,Government, whether of Ontario or the Dominion, 
whichever should be the party to legalize the same. 

The Committee concur in the recommendation submitted in the said memorandum, 
and submit the same for your Excellency’s approval. 


W. A. Himswortn, 
Clerk Privy Couneit. 
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THR UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE TO THE LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR. * 


DEPARTMENT OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE, 
Orrawa, 5th June, 1874. 


Sir,—I have the honour to transmit to you herewith a copy of an Order in Council 
of the 8rd inst., suggesting that your Government be moved to appoint a Commissioner 
to meet the Honourable the Minister of the Interior, and arrange some joint system for 
the sale of lands, and adjusting disputed rights in the territory claimed by both Govern- 
ments, by the adoption of a conventional boundary on the west and north, and for the 
other purposes mentioned in the said Order in Council. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


Epvouvarp J. LANGEVIN, 
Under-Secretary of State. 
His Honour the Lieutenant-Governor of Ontario, 
Toronto. 


e 
MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT FOR PROVISIONAL BOUNDARY IN Resrect oF PATENTS 
or Lanps.t 


The Government of the Dominion of Canada having, by an Order in Council dated 
the 8rd day of June, 1874, suggested that the Ontario Government should be moved 
to appoint a Commissioner to meet the Minister of the Interior and “ arrange some 
joint system for the sale of lands, and adjusting disputed rights in the territory 
claimed by both Governments, by the adoption of a conventional boundary on the west 
and north, and that after the final adjustment of the true boundaries, titles to lands 
should be confirmed by the Government, whether of Ontario or the Dominion, whichever 
should be the proper party to legalize the same.” 

And the Ontario Government having acted on the suggestion of the Privy Council, 
by appointing the Commissioner of Crown Lands of that Province to meet the Minister 
of the Interior, and discuss the proposed arrangements, and the said parties having met 
this day, have agreed to the follewing propositions as the basis of a memorandum to be 
submitted to their respective Governments :-— 

1. That the conventional boundary of the Province of Ontario, for the purposes set 
forth in the said Order in Council of the 8rd June instant, shall be, on the west, the 
meridian line passing through the most easterly point of Hunter’s Island, run south 
until it meets the boundary line between the United States and Canada, and north until 
it intersects the fifty-first parallel of latitude; and the said fifty-first parallel of latitude 
shall be the conventional boundary of the Province of Ontario on the north. 


9. That all patents for lands in the disputed territory, to the east and south of the 


said conventional boundaries, until the true boundaries can be adjusted, shall be issued 
by the Government of Ontario; and all patents of lands on the west or north of these 
conventional boundaries shall be issued by the Dominion Government. 

3, That when the true west and north boundaries of Ontario shall have been 
definitely adjusted, each of the respective Governments shall confirm and ratify such 
patents as may have been issued by the other for lands then ascertained not to be within 
the territory of the Government which granted them, and each of the respective 
(Governments shall also account for the proceeds of such lands as the true boundaries, 
when determined, may show to belong of right to the other. 

4. That the Government of the Dominion shall transfer to the Government of the 
Province of Ontario all applications for lands lying to the east and south of the conven- 
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tional boundaries, and also all deposits paid on the same; and the Ontario Government 
shall transfer to the Dominion Government all applications for lands lying to the west 
or north of the said boundaries, and likewise all deposits paid thereon ; and such of the 
said applications as are bona fide and in proper form, shall be dealt with finally, according 
to the priority of the original filing, and where applications for the same lands have been 
filed in the Departments of both Governments, the priority shall be reckoned as if all 
had been filed in one and the same office. 
Signed in duplicate this 26th day of June, 1874. 


Davin Lairp, 
Minister of the Intervor. 


T. B. Parpes, 
Commissioner of Crown Lands. 


Report oF A CoMMITTEE OF THE Privy CoUNCIL, APPROVED BY THE GOVERNOR- 
GENERAL ON THE 8TH DAY OF JULY, 1874.* 


The Committee have had under consideration a memorandum, dated 29th June, 
1874, from the Honourable the Minister of the Interior, stating that, in pursuance of 
the suggestion contained in the Minute in Council of the 8rd June inst., relative to a 
provisional arrangement respecting the western and northern boundaries of the Province 
of Ontario and the questions therewith connected, the Ontario Government appointed the 
Hon. T. B, Pardee, Commissioner of Crown Lands in that Province, to meet him, the 
Minister of the Interior, at his office, with a view to their arriving at some understanding ~ 
_of a provisional nature on the subjects referred, and that on the 26th June ult., the 
memorandum hereto annexed was agreed upon, and he submits the same for the 
consideration of your Excellency in Council. 

The Committee are of opinion that the provisional arrangement proposed in the 
said memorandum is unobjectionable, and advise that the same be sanctioned by your 
Excellency in Council. 
. Certified. 

W. A. Himsworth, 
CPPS: 


ORDER IN COUNCIL, APPROVED BY THE LIEUTHNANT-GOVERNOR THE 9TH DAY OF 
Juty, 1874.* 


The Committee of Council have had under consideration the Report of the Honour- 
able the Commissioner of Crown Lands, dated 2nd July, 1874, submitting for ratification 
and approval by your Excellency a joint memorandum signed by the Hon. David Laird, 
Minister of the Interior of the Dominion of Canada, and the Honourable the Commis- 
sioner of Crown Lands, whereof a copy is hereunto annexed, fixing a temporary 

conventional boundary of the Province of Ontario on the west and north, and adopting 
a system for the sale cf lands and for adjusting disputed rights in the territory claimed 
by both Governments. 

The Committee advise that the arrangements proposed in the said memorandum be 
adopted and ratified by your Excellency. 


Certified. 
J... as. OCOTT, : 
Clerk, Executive Council, Ontario. 


* Sess. Papers, Ont., 1875-6, No. 14, p. 9. 


246 REPORT OF HON. ADAM CROOKS RESPECTING REFERENCE TO ARBIT’N., 1874. 


THe LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE.* 


GOVERNMENT Hovsg, 
Toronto, 10th July, 1874. 


Sir,—I have the honour to transmit herewith a copy of an Order in Council 
approving of a joint memorandum, signed by the Hon. David Laird, Minister of the 
Interior of the Dominion of Canada, and the Honourable the Commissioner of Crown 
Lands of this Province (a copy of which is also enclosed), fixing a temporary boundary 
of the Province of Ontario on the west and north, and adopting a system for the sale 
of lands and for adjusting disputed rights in the territory claimed by both Governments. 


I have, etce., 


JoHN CRAWFORD. 
The Honourable the Secretary of State, Canada, 


Ottawa. 


—_—_——— 


THE Unperr-SEcRETARY OF STATE TO THE LInUTENANT- GOVERNOR. + 


DEPARTMENT OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE, , 
Ortawa, 22nd July, 1874. 


Sir,—I have the honour to transmit to you, for the information of your Govern- 
ment, a copy of an Order of His Excellency the Governor-General in Council, approving 
of a memorandum of agreement adopted by the Hon. the Minister of the Interior, 
and the Hon. the Commissioner of Crown Lands of the Province of Ontario, relative to. 
@ provisional arrangement respecting the western and northern boundaries of that 
Province. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


Epovarp J. LANGEVIN, 
Under-Secretary of State. 


To His Honour the Lieutenant-Governor of Ontario, 
Toronto, Ontario. 


Report or tHE Hon. ApAm Crooks, Memper or THE EXECUTIVE CouUNCIL, TO THE 
LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR. { 


May it please your Excellency « 


The undersigned has the honour to report the following on the subject of the 
western and northern boundaries of the Province of Ontario: 

By Chapter 28 of the Acts of the Parliament of the United Kingdom of Great. 
Britain and Ireland, passed in the Session held in the thirty-fourth and thirty-fifth years 
of Her Majesty’s reign, and intituled «An Act respecting the establishment of Provinces 
in the Dominion of Canada,” it was enacted that the Parliament of Canada might from 
time to time, with the consent of the Legislature of any Province of the said Dominion, 
increase, diminish or otherwise alter the limits of such Province, upon such terms and 
conditions as might be agreed to by the said Legislature, and might, with the like 
consent, make provision respecting the effect and operation of any such increase or 


* Sess. Papers, Ont., 1875-6, No. 14,p.8 +tIbid.,p.9. tIbid.,p.14, See Orderin Council, p, 249, post. 
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diminution or alteration of territory in relation to any Province affected thereby. By 
a resolution of the Legislative Assembly, passed on the 3rd day of March last, the 
House approved of the reference of the question of the western boundary of this 
Province to arbitration, or to the Privy Council, according as the Lieutenant-Governor 
in Council should see fit. It is considered by your Excellency’s Council to be expedient 
that the question of the northern boundary of this Province should be determined at the 
same time as the western boundary, though the determination of the northern boundary 
is not of so pressing importance as the other. In view of these objects, the undersigned, 
before his late visit to Ottawa on other public business, was authorized by the other 
members of your Excellency’s Council to propose (subject to your Excellency’s approval) 
to the Government of the Dominion that the question concerning the northern and 
western boundaries of the Province of Ontario should be determined by a reference to 
arbitrators to be mutually agreed upon, and whose standing and ability might readily 
be expected to secure for their decision the confidence alike of the people of Ontario and 
the people of the Dominion. 

Your Excellency’s Council were of opinion that a decision by such arbitrators is 
likely to be more prompt and perhaps more satisfactory than any other mode of decision 
which is attainable. 

The undersigned was also authorized to suggest the name of the Hon. Wiliam 
Buell Richards, Chief Justice of Ontario, as one of the arbitrators, subject to your 
Excellency’s approval. 

Accordingly, the undersigned while at Ottawa conferred with the Premier and other 
members of the Dominion Government on the subject of the said matters, and made 
the above suggestions to them. 

The Government of the Dominion concurred in the views expressed on the part of 
the Government of Ontario, and proposed on behalf of the Dominion the name of the 
Hon. Lemuel Allan Wilmot, late Lieutenant-Governor of New Brunswick, to act in 
conjunction with the said Chief Justice, and that authority be given to the said the Hon. 
William Buell Richards and the Hon. Lemuel Allan Wilmot, to agree upon a third 
person to be associated with them, such third person not being a resident of Canada, 
and that the determination of a majority of such referees should be final angl conclusive 
upon the limits to be taken as and for such boundaries as aforesaid respectively. 

The undersigned recommends that the Province agree to concurrent action with 
the Dominion in obtaining such legislation as may be necessary for giving binding effect 
to the conclusion which may be arrived at, and for establishing the northern and 
western boundaries of the Province of Ontario in accordance therewith. 


ADAM CROOKS. 
10th November, 1874. 


——$— 


Report or a Committers or tHE Privy Councrt, APPROVED BY THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL 
on tHe 127TH Novemper, 1874.* 


On a memorandum dated 12th November, 1874, from the Hon. Mr. Mackenzie, 
stating that he recommends concurrence in the proposition of the Government of Ontario 
to determine by means of a reference the northern and western boundries of that Prov- 
ince relatively to the rest of the Dominion. 

That the Ontario Government having named the Hon. William Buell Richards, 
Chief Justice of Ontario, as one of the referees, he submits the name of the Hon. Lemuel 
Allan Wilmot, formerly Lieutenant-Governor of the Province of New Brunswick, to act 
in conjunction with him, and advises that authority be given them to agree upon a third 
person, not being a resident of Canada, and that the determination of a majority of such 
three referees be final and conclusive upon the limits to be taken as and for such 
boundaries respectively. 


* Sess. Papers, Ont., 1875-6, No. 14, p. 14. 
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He_further-recommends.that.the Dominion agree to concurrentaction with the 
Province of Ontario.in obtaining such legislation.as.may.be necessary for giving binding 
effect_to the conclusions arrived, at,.and:forestablishing the northern, and western limits 
of the Province of Ontario in accordance therewith. 

The Committee submit the above recommendations for your Excellency’s approval. 


Certified. 
W. A. Himswortu, 
OPO 


Kixtract From THE Sperecu or His Honour tae Liteurenant-GtovERNOR OF ONTARIO, ON 
THE OpreNntnG oF THE LircisiaTurE, 127TH Novemper, 1874.* 


In accordance with a resolution passed at your last session, with respect to the westerly 
and northerly boundaries of the Province, my Government and the Government of the 
Dominion have agreed on a provisional line, to be assumed as correct for the purpose of 
land grants by each Government until the true and permanent boundary shall be ascer- 
tained and determined ; and have agreed to leave to arbitration the question as to the 
permanent boundary. Two distinguished gentlemen have been selected for the office of 
arbitrators, and they are soon to enter upon their duties, and will probably finish their 
work in the early part of next year. 


THe Unper-Secretary or State to ran Lireurenant-Governor.+ 


DEPARTMENT OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE, 
Orrawa, 21st November, 1874. 


Sir,—I am directed to transmit to you, for the information of your Government, a 
copy of an Order of His Excellency the Governor-General in Council, on the subject of the 
appointment of referees to determine the northern and western boundaries of the 
Province of Ontario, relatively to the rest of the Dominion. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


Enouarp J. Lancevin, 
Under-Secretary of State, 
His Honour the Lieutenant-Governor of Ontario, 
Toronto. 


Tae Unper-Secretary or Strate to Hon. Lawvuen Anian Wiumor. { 


DEPARTMENT OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE, 
Orrawa, 21st November, 1874. 


Sir,—I have the honour to inform you that His Excellency the Governor-General 
in Council has been pleased, at the instance of the Government of the Province of Ontario, 
to direct that the question of the northern and western boundaries of that Province rela- 
tively to the rest of the Dominion, be determined by means of three referees, of whom 
one is to be named by the Government of the Dominion, and one by the Government 
of Ontario—these two to have authority to agree upon a third, not being a resident of 


* Journals Leg. Ass., 1874, Vol. 8, p. 1. 
+ Sess. Papers, Ont., 1875-6, No. 14, p. 13. 
+ House of Coms. Return, 19th March, 1881, No. 37, p. 22. 
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Canada ; thedetermination of a majority of such three referees to-be-final and conclu- i= 


sive upon the limits tobe taken as and for such boundaries respectively. 

I am further directed to state that His Excellency desires to avail himself of your 
services as a referee on behalf of the Dominion for the above purpose, to act in con- 
junction with the Honourable William Buell Richards, Chief Justice of Ontario, the 
referee named by the Government of that Province. 

I am to add that the Dominion Government agree to concurrent action with the 
Province of Ontario in obtaining such legislation as may be necessary for giving effect to 
the conclusions arrived at, and for establishing the northern and western limits of the 
Province of Ontario in accordance therewith. 

_ May I request that you will have the goodness to acquaint me, for His Excellency 
the Governor-General’s information, whether you are prepared to accept the office of 
referee for the Dominion, and that, if so, you will place yourself in communication with 
the Honourable Mr. Chief Justice Richards, 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


Epovarp J. Langevin, 
Under-Secretary of State. 


Hon. L. A. Wilmot, Fredericton, N.B. 


OrpDER IN COUNCIL, APPROVED BY THE LinuTENANT-GOVERNOR THE 25TH DAY OF 
NovemBer, 1874.* 


The Committee of Council have had under consideration the annexed Report of 
the Hon. the Treasurer, dated 10th November, 1874, with reference to the western and 
northern boundaries of Ontario, and advise that the action of the Treasurer be approved 
of by your Excellency, and that the recommendations contained in the said Report be 
acted upon. 

Certified. J. G. Scort, 
Clerk Huecutive Council, Ontarvo. 


Por Assistant ProvincraL SecrETARY TO CHIEF JusTICE RICHARDS. | 


PROVINCIAL SECRETARY’S OFFICE, ONTARIO, 
Toronto, 3rd December, 1874. 


Sm,—I am commanded by His Honour the Lieutenant-Governor to inform you that 
he has been pleased to appoint you one of the arbitrators in the matter of the settlement 
of the northern and western boundaries of the Province of Ontario. I am, at the same 
time, to transmit, herewith, copy of the Order in Council, and the recommendation of 
the Hon. the Treasurer relating to such propose. arbitration. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 
I. R. Ecxart, 
Assistant Secretary. 


The Honourable Wm. Buell Richards, 
Chief Justice of Ontario. 


+ Ibid, p. 15. + See Report, p. 246, ante. 


* Sess. Papers, Ont., 1875-6, No, 14, p. 14. 
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EXTRACT FROM THE SPEECH oF His Honour THE LigUTENANT-GOVERNOR OF ONTARIO, 
ON THE OPENING oF THE LEGISLATURE, 25TH NovempBer, 1875.* 


Since the dissolution of the last House, the question of the northerly and westerly 
boundaries of the Province has continued to receive the attention of the Government. 
Informal negotiations have taken place with respect to both a compromise line and the 
arbitration which the Legislature authorized, but no final result has been arrived at; 
meanwhile, steps have been taken for obtaining some additional evidence expected to 


be of value. 


AN ACT RESPECTING THE Norta-West TERRITORIES, AND TO CREATE A SEPARATE 
TERRITORY OUT OF PART THEREOF. ft 


( Extract.) 


Whereas it is expedient, pending the settlement of the western boundary of Ontario, 
to create a separate territory of the eastern part of the North-West Territories : There- 
fore Her Majesty, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate and House of 
Commons of Canada, enacts as follows :— 

1, All that portion of the North-West Territories bounded as follows, that is 
to say :— 

Beginning at the westerly boundary of the Province of Ontario, on the international 
boundary line dividing Canada from the United States of America; then westerly, 
following upon the said international boundary line, to the easterly boundary of the 
Province of Manitoba ; thence due north, along the said easterly boundary of Manitoba, 
to the north-east angle of the said’Province ; thence due west, on the north boundary of 
said Province, to the intersection by the said boundary of the westerly shore of Lake 
Manitoba ; thence northerly, following the said westerly shore of the said lake, to the 
easterly terminus thereon of the Portage connecting the southerly end of Lake 
Winnepegosis with the said Lake Manitoba, known as “The Meadow Portage ;” thence 
westerly, following upon the trail of the said Portage, to the westerly terminus of the 
same, being on the easterly shore of the said Lake Winnipegosis ; thence northerly, 
following the line of the said easterly shore of the said lake to the southerly end of the 
portage leading from the head of the said lake into Cedar Lake, known as the “Cedar” 
or “ Mossy Portage ;” thence northerly, following the trail of the said portage, to the 
north end of the same on the shore of Cedar Lake; thence due north, to the northerly 
limits of Canada ; thence easterly, following upon the said northerly limits of Canada, to 
the northerly extremity of Hudson’s Bay ; thence southerly, following upon the westerly 
Shore of the said Hudson’s Bay, to the point where it would be intersected by a line 
drawn due north from the place of beginning ; and thence due south, on the said line last 
mentioned, to the said place of beginning ; shall be, and is hereby set apart as a separate 
district of the said North-West Territories by the name of the District of Keewatin. 


* Journals Leg. Assembly, 1875-6, Vol. 9, p. 4. 
+ Dom. Act, 39 Vic., chap. 21. Assented to 12th April, 1876, 
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Tae Ricur Honovraste Grorce G. Goscuen, Governor or THE Hupson’s Bay 


ComPaNY, To THE SECRETARY oF State (CANADA). 
[From the Book of Arbitration Documents, p. 412. The foot notes are from the same place. ] 


Hupson’s Bay Hovss, 
Lonpon, 12th December, 1876. 


Str,—I have the honour to acknowledge your letters requesting information relating 
to the boundary between the Province of Upper Canada and the Territory held by the 
Hudson’s Bay Company. 

I enclose a map, No. 1, showing the Territories claimed by the Company in virtue of 
the Charter granted to them by King Charles the Second. The map in question was 
prepared by Mr. John Arrowsmith, and was ordered by the House of Commons to be 
printed 31st July, and 11th August, 1857.* 

I also enclose a statement, No. 2, prepared for the Company in 1857, with reference 
to the Parliamentary inquiry which took place in that year.t The boundaries were. then 
asserted to be, on the side of the United States, by the 49th parallel of latitude ; on the 
side of Canada, by the height of land whose waters flow into Hudson’s Bay ; and on the 
north by the Arctic Ocean. } 

At the time of the passing of the Quebec Act, 1774, the Company had not extended 
their posts and operations far from the shores of Hudson’s Bay.§ Journals of the following 
trading stations have been preserved bearing that date, namely : Albany, Henley, Moose, 
East Main, York, Severn and Churchill.|| 

These Journals give no information upon the subject of the boundaries between 
Canada and the Territory of the Company, nor was the question raised in 1748, when the 
House of Lords held an inquiry with reference to the Company’s affairs as at that time 
conducted. {] 


8 


[The following notes are from the Book of Arbitration Documents.—G. E. L.| 


* This is map No. 186, p. 189 [Book Arb. Docs. ]. 


+See extract from this Statement, p. 402 (Arb. Docs.). [The extract in question, at that page of the 
Book of Arbitration Documents, with the note there appended to it, is as follows :— 

“As long as Canada was held by the French the opposition of wandering traders (coureurs des bois) 
was insufficient to induce the Company to give up their usual method of trading. Their servants waited at 
a forts built on the coast of the bay, and there bought by barter the furs which the Indians brought from 
the interior. 

“* But after the cession of Canada to Great Britain in 1763, British traders following in the track of the 
French, penetrated into the countries lying to the north-west of the Company’s territories, and by their 
building factories brought the market for furs nearer to the Indian seller.1 

‘“The Company finding their trade seriously affected, extended the field of their operations, and sent 
parties to establish themselves in the interior. In process of time all smaller opposing interests were 
absorbed either by purchase or coalition in the North-West Company of Montreal, which thus became the 
sole rival and competitor to the Hudson’s Bay Company. During many successive years a most disastrous 
contest was carried on between these two companies. Wherever one Company established a trading post, 
there at once the other Company also commenced operations. This system of close competition rapidly 
produced a general state of disorganization, resulting in scenes of violence and bloodshed between the 
Indians, the trappers and the traders, in the interests of the rival Companies.” 


1 And the French had their forts and posts on the rivers and lakes of the northern watershed, and carried 


_ away the best of the trade, even pushing their operations to the very shores of the Bay, as at La Carpe, 


Temiscamingue, and on the east coast, to the north of Slude River. In the west the French had forts on 
nearly all the lakes and rivers--five of which on the Saskatchewan, one at its very source in the Rocky 
Mountains. See also evidence, pp. 395-6 [Arb. Docs. ]. 


_ {See map No. 186, p. 139 [Arb. Docs. ]. 
§ This admission of the Chairman of the Company agrees with the Company’s Statement of 1857, here- 


_ inbefore referred to, and with what the French and their Canadian successors always ‘claimed,—the territory 


they occupied being co-extensive with their claims. Thus it is admitted that the Company, up to 1774, had 
not proceeded far from the shores of the Bay, whilst on the other hand, it is clear thatthe French, up to 
1763, had maintained themselves in, and carried off the trade of the interior almost up to these very shores, — 
of portions of which they were in actual possession. It follows, therefore, that the ‘‘ southern boundary of 
the territory ” granted to the Hudson’s Bay Company, and contemplated in the Quebec Act, could not have 
been far from the shores of the Bay. 


|| Not yet come to the hands of the Government of Ontario. 
§] This Report of the Lords, dated 1749, is largely quoted from, pp. 395-400 [Arb. Docs. ]. 
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A map, No. 3, no doubt prepared for that occasion, and sent herewith, shows the 


extent of country to which these operations were then confined. * 1a ‘i 
At a subsequent period, namely in 1777, a map was published in London by John 
Andrews, giving the height of land, near Lake Abitibi and other quarters, and showing 
certain boundaries for the Province of Upper Canada. + ‘iJ 
T am to request that the maps and documents accompanying this letter may be 
returned to the Company when the inquiry to which you refer has been completed. 
I shall be glad if you find them useful for the purpose of defining the boundary line 
between the Dominion and Ontario. . 


I have, etc., 
GEORGE G, GOSCHEN. 
The Honourable R. W. Scott, 


Secretary of State for Canada, Ottawa. 


EXTRACT FROM THE SpeEcH or His Honour tue LiguTENANtT-GovERNOR oF ONTARIO, 
ON THE OPENING OF THE LEGISLATURE, 3RD JANUARY, 1877.{ . 

For the determination of the Provincial Boundaries by the agreed method of an 
arbitration, the appointment of a new arbitrator on behalf of the Province recently 
became necessary, the distinguished judge who was to occupy that position having 
requested to be relieved from it. Meanwhile, a provisional line had been mutually 
determined upon in terms of the resolution of the Legislative Assembly at a. former 
session ; a considerable amount of additional materials for the ascertainment of the 
ultimate boundaries had been collected ; a new and an exhaustive statement. of the case 
of Ontario had been prepared ; and a considerable part of the documentary and other 
evidence affecting the questions at issue had been printed. Almost everything is, now 
ready for the final decision, within a few months, by able and competent referees, of 
questions which for two centuries have given occasion to keen controversy, and often to 
fierce conflicts between the nations, as well as the great public bodies who have from time 
to time claimed portions of the disputed territory. . 3 


Aw Act oF THE LEGISLATURE OF MANITOBA FOR THE DEFINITION OF THE BoUNDARIES 
OF THAT PROVINCE.S elie 


Whereas the boundaries of the Province of Manitoba, as defined by the Act of 
Canada commonly called the Manitoba Act, and passed in the thirty-third year of Her 
Majesty’s reign, have never been surveyed:; and whereas, in consequence of the uncer- 
tainty arising therefrom, questions of jurisdiction in civil and criminal matters may arise; 
and whereas it is desirable to obviate such inconvenience by the temporary adoption of 
certain known and defined lines as the boundary of the Province ; and whereas under 
authority of the Act of the Parliament of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Treland passed in the session held in the thirty-fourth and thirty-fifth year of the reign 
of Her Majesty Queen Victoria, which may be cited as the British North America Act of 
1871, the Parliament of Canada may, with the consent of the Legislature of any Proyince 
of the Dominion, alter the boundary of any such Province ; 


Her Majesty, by and with the advice and consent of the Legislative Assembly of 
Manitoba, enacts as follows : 


[The two next following notes are From the Book of Arbitration Documents.—@. E. L.] 
* This is map No. 80, p. 136 0 [Arb, Does. ]. 


+ This is map No. 155, p. 166 # [Arb. Docs.]. The Province of Upper Canada had not then been 
eated. The boundary line given is an imaginary one, without any authority. TORR 


{Journals Leg. Assembly, 1877, Vol. 10, Pp. 2: [ea 
S Manitoba Stat., 40 Vic., cap. 2. Assented to 28th February, 1877. ) GU Od 1a 
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1. The Legislature of Manitoba agrees and consents that the limits of the Province 
may be altered by the Parliament of Canada by the temporary establishment of certain 
known and defined lines as the boundaries of the Province, in place and stead of the 
boundaries established by the Act of Canada passed in the thirty-third year of Her 
Majesty’s reign, and chaptered three ; and. which boundaries that may be so established, 
and which are hereby consented to, shall be as follows :— 

Commencing at the intersection of the international boundary, or forty-ninth parallel 
of north latitude, by the westerly boundary of township number one in the twelfth range 
west of the principal meridian in Manitoba ; thence due north, following the westerly 
boundaries respectively of townships one and two, to the intersection thereof by the 
southerly limit of the road allowance on the first correction line ; thence due west along 
the latter to the intersection thereof by the westerly limit of township three in the afore- 
said twelfth range west ; thence due north, following the westerly limits respectively of 
townships three, four, five and six in the said twelfth range, to the southerly limit of the 
road allowance on the second correction line; thence westerly upon the latter to the 
intersection thereof by the westerly limit of township seven in the aforesaid twelfth 
range ; thence due north, upon the westerly limit respectively of townships seven, eight, 
nine and ten, to the southerly limit of the road allowance on the third correction line ; 
thence due west along the latter to the intersection thereof by the westerly limit of town- 
ship eleven in the said twelfth range west of the principal meridian ; thence due 
north along the westerly limit respectively of townships eleven, twelve, thirteen 
and fourteen, to the southerly limit of the road allowance on the fourth correction line ; 
thence westerly along the latter to the intersection thereof by the westerly limit of town- 
ship fifteen in the said twelfth range west of the principal meridian ; thence due north 
along the westerly limit respectively of townships fifteen, sixteen and seventeen in the 
said twelfth range west, to the southerly limit of the road allowance, the northerly 
boundary of the said township number seventeen ; thence due east, following the said 
southerly limit of road allowance between townships seventeen and eighteen in the system 
of Dominion lands surveys (the said line crossing Lakes Manitoba and Winnipeg), to the 
easterly boundary of township seventeen in the tenth range east of the principal meridian ; 
thence due south along the easterly boundary respectively of townships seventeen, 
sixteen and fifteen, to the southerly limit of the road allowance on the fourth correction 
line ; thence due west along the latter to its intersection by the easterly limit of township 
fourteen in the aforesaid tenth range east ; thence due south along the easterly limit 
respectively of townships fourteen, thirteen, twelve and eleven, to its intersection with 
the southerly limit of the road allowance on the third correction line ; thence due west 
along the latter to its intersection with the easterly limit of township ten in the said 
tenth range east ; thence due south along the easterly limit respectively of townships ten, 
nine, eight and seven, to the intersection thereof by the southerly limit of the road 
allowance on the second correction line; thence due west along the latter to its 
intersection with the easterly limit of township six in the said tenth range east of the 
principal meridian ; thence due south along the easterly limit respectively of townships 
six, five, four and three, to the intersection thereof by the southerly limit of the road 
allowance on the first correction line ; thence due west along the latter to its intersection 
with the easterly limit of township two in the said tenth range east ; thence due south 
along the easterly limit respectively of townships two and one, to the intersection thereof 
by the forty-ninth parallel of north latitude, or the international boundary line aforesaid ; 
and thence due west, following upon the said forty-ninth parallel of north latitude, or the 
international boundary line, to the place of beginning : 

Provided always, that that portion of the eastern boundary of the Province hereby 
consented to be established which has not yet been surveyed, as also that portion of the 
northern boundary which has not been surveyed, shall be forthwith surveyed and marked 
out on the ground by the proper authority of the Dominion of Canada. 

2. Nothing in this Act contained shall be held to repeal or innovate in any way 


‘upon the Act passed by the Legislature of Manitoba, in the thirty-seventh year of Her 


Majesty’s reign, intituled An Act to provide for the enlargement of the boundaries of 
Manitoba on equitable terms, and the said Act shall continue in full force and effect. 
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Messrs. Brscnorr, Bompas anp Biscuorr, AGENTS OF THE Dominion, To THE SHORETARY 
or Sratge (CaNnapA). 


[From the Book of Arbitration Documents, p. 413. The foot notes are taken from the same place. ] 


4 Great WincuesterR SrREET, 
Lonvon, E.C., 22nd March, 1877. 


Sir,—We beg to report that we have been engaged almost continuously since the 
date of your last letter in searching the records of the Hudson’s Bay Company, and regret 
that our efforts have not been crowned with more satisfactory results. 

The only important documents which we have found are two maps, which we did 
not get in time to despatch by this mail, but which shall be forwarded to you by the 
next. 

The first and smaller of these maps defines the boundary of the Province of Quebec 
as settled after the Treaty of Utrecht,—a red line being drawn, and the words ‘ The 
French and English respectively not to pass this line” being written thereon.* 

The second is a large map of North America, published in 1755,+ by one Mitchell 
pursuant to Act of Parliament and under authority of the Board of Trade. This map 
draws the boundary line between the Hudson’s Bay Territory and New France as extend. 
ing along ‘‘the height of land”’ as far as the ‘‘ Lake of the Woods,” and there stops, 
owing as we imagine to there not being at that period any accurate knowledge of the 
country lying westward of that point.{ You will observe that at the point where the 
boundary line stops, itis running in a south-westerly direction, and here consequently, 
if continued, would completely cut off from New France the whole of the Red River 
Territory.§ 

Both these maps are important as showing that after the Treaty of Utrecht a 
boundary was fixed between the English and French Territories, as far as knowledge of 
the country would enable it to be done,|| and that the claims of the French westward so 


[The following notes are from the Book of Arbitration Documents.--G. E. L.) 


* This is map No. 36, p. 136g [Book of Arb. Docs.]. It was really made in 1709. 


+ The map here referred to is the second edition of Mitchell’s Map, as to which see full notes to map No. 
86, pp. 136¢, wu [Arb. Docs.]. The boundary line, it will be noticed is, in some places, north of the height of 
land. Many subsequent maps which extend further west, show the same line as this one, stopping at the like 
terminal point,—the western boundary running thence due north, or northerly along the eastern shores of 
Lake Winnipeg. As to the country westward of the point mentioned, it is matter of history that the Veren- 
dryes traversed and traded through the whole Winnipeg basin befure 1750; that they built forts on Rainy 
Lake and Lake of the Woods in 1731-2, and very shortly afterwards on the Winnipeg, Red and Assiniboine 
Rivers, taking possession also of the Upper Missouri and its tributaries to their source. They subsequently 
extended their forts on the lakes and rivers northwards to the Saskatchewan, on which they and their succes- 
sors had, up to 1755, built no less than five forts—one at the base of the Rocky Mountains. They thus com- 
manded the whole trade of that vast region, which they called the Post of the Western Sea. (See the articles 
ante [Arb Docs. ], Les Varennes de la Verendrye, and Bougainville on the French posts.) There is ground 
for believing that they even penetrated before 1763 to the Athabaska country, and made it and the upper 
reaches of the Churchill, tributary to their forts on the Saskatchewan. Up to this period, their trade had 
never been disturbed, nor had any others claimed a right to it ; and for eleven years more, no servant of 
the Hudson’s Bay Company had set his foot there. The cession of Canada caused some of the old French 
commandants to retire from those western posts; but a good many remained, retaining the old forts and 
the trade, and the old voyageurs. These, soon after the cession, received from Canada, reinforcements 
in men (both French and English) and merchandise for barter; and they and their successors quickly 
spread themselves over the whole western, territories—to the Pacific and to Alaska, and even to the Frozen 
Ocean. The earliest post of the Hudson’s Bay Company in these inland parts was Cumberland House, on 
Sturgeon Lake, built by Hearne in 1774; and their next post was built in 1790, when their first establish- 
ment on the Red River, or rather Red Lake, was founded. (See the present letter (p. 256 of this vol.) 
as to their posts. ) : 


+ The French knew it well—see preceding note. 
§ See note +, above. 


| No such boundary was ever run, of which ample proofs, including admissions of the Hudson’s Bay 
Company, are to be found in this book [of Arb. Does.]. See pp. 372-4, 176-8 [ Arb. Docs. ], also note to map, 
No. 83, p. 1386p, ante [Arb. Docs.]. The note in question is there given as follows: 

It is a fact now placed beyond dispute, that the limits between Hudson’s Bay and Canada were never 
settled, pursuant to the stipulations of the Treaty of Utrecht in that behalf. ‘The udson’s Bay Company’s 


proposals, in 1712 and subsequently, for a line from Cape Perdrix (afterwards adopted by the British — 


® 
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far as the Rocky Mountains, and northward to the Saskatchewan, must be without 
foundation, as that at the date of the map (1755), the country was only known to 
geographers to points far short of the pretended limits.* 

We also found another map of the Province of Quebec, according to Royal procla- 
mation of 7th October, 1768, from the French surveys. We have not sent this map, as 
the north-westerly boundary is the same as in the first above-mentioned map, ending 
at the corner of Lake Nipissing, lat. 46, long. 78. ‘ 

From a perusal of the Company’s journals, we find that it was not the practice of 
the Company’s servants to go up country to purchase peltry from the Indians; but the 


[The following notes are from the Book of Arbitration Documents.—@. E. L.| 


Government in their instructions to the commissaries), amd the proposals of these commissaries, in 
1719 for a line from Davis’s Inlet—in each case extending to, and westward along the 49th parallel—were 
indignantly scouted by the French, and no agreement was then, or at any time afterwards, arrived at. The 
statements made in various English maps and books (and which we have first met with in this map), to 
the effect that certain lines therein given or mentioned were boundary lines of Hudson’s Bay, according to 
or as settled by commissaries under the Treaty of Utrecht, are entirely without foundation, and probably 
had their origin from over zealous friends of the Company by whom the authors of these publications were, 
intentionally or unintentionally, misled; and the error thus first published, was probably adopted in good 
faith by many subsequent geographers and writers, who incorporated it in their works as an unquestioned 
fact, and so propagated the error that it was generally believed in as true. Even the commissioners in 
certain of the boundary negotiations between England and the United States, were thus imposed on. It 
was claimed on behalf of the latter, and apparently conceded on behalf of the former country, that the 
parallel of 49° had been settled upon, under the Treaty of Utrecht, as the southern boundary line of Hud- 
son’s Bay ; and thereupon, and upon that ground, that parallel was fixed as the northern boundary of 
Louisiana! The variety of the lines confidently referred to by English geographers and others, as 
having been settled as bounds of Hudson’s Bay, would carry in itself the refutation of the statement. Then 
we have on the French side the statements by Gallisonnitre, in 1750, and by Choiseul, as late as 1761, that 
these limits were never settled. If-such a settlement, so favourable to the Hudson’s Bay Company, had 
ever been arrived at, that Company would certainly have preserved a record of it. Not only is this not the . 
case, but the Company subsequently preferred a claim to have the limits fixed on an entirely different 
basis ; and to crown all, recent investigations in London on behalf of the Government of Ontario, have 
brought to light certain documents, dated 1755 and 1759 respectively (given in Section X VII. post), whereby 
it most clearly appears, on the admission of the Hudson’s Bay Company themselves, that no boundaries of 
Hudson’s Bay had, up to those dates, been settled pursuant to the Treaty of Utrecht. A diligent search 
in the English and French archives has failed to show anything to the contrary. (For other information on 
this subject, see Greenhow’s History of Oregon, etc., pp. 281 et seqg., and App. F; Twiss’s Oregon Question, 
pp. 207 et seg.; Papers in Sec. XVII. [of Arb. Docs.]; and Oregon. our Right and Title, by Wyndham 
Robertson, Jun., of Virginia. Washington, 1846. This latter is to be found in Vol. 287 of Canadian 
Pamphlets, in the Library of Parliament, Ottawa.) 

France claimed that in restoring Hudson’s Bay to the English under the Treaty of Utrecht, she was 
bound only to restore to them such forts and limited territory, on the immediate shores of the Bay, in their 
vicinity, as had at any time theretofore been—whether rightfully or wrongfully—in their actual possession ; 
and she maintained for herself, and in fact exercised, the right to dominion over, and to carry on trade and 
erect posts and fortifications in all the interior country, and even to extend her trading operations to the 
shores of the Bay, where these shores were not in the possession of the English. As evidence of this, witness - 
the maintenance of old, and the establishment of new posts on Lakes Mistassin, Nemiscau, Abbitibis, La 
Carpe, and St. Anne (Albany), and on the Rivers Moose and Albany—all north of the height of land. 
(See in Sec. XVII. [Arb. Docs.]; the two Memoires of D’ Auteuil; that of April, 1755 ; those of Lamothe- 
Cadillac and Gallisonnitre respectively ; and the grant to Sieur Simblin. See also, p. 205 [Arb. Docs.], the 
ordinance as to the limits of Tadoussac.) Besides, the Hudson’s Bay Company has, in the most formal 
manner, and in printed documents, admitted what is otherwise abundantly evident, that up to 1763, their 
trade and territorial occupancy were confined to the shores of the Bay. (See their statement of 1857, Sec. 
XVII. [Arb. Docs. ].) 

In their Memorial of 1719, the Company admit that ‘‘the surrender of the Straits and Bay has been 
made according to the tenour of the Treaty, at least in such manfier that [they] acquiesce therein, and have 
nothing to object to or desire on that head.” We have been unable to get evidence of what, besides Fort 
Nelson, was actually delivered to the Company on the occasion rererred to ; it is supposed to have been the 
other forts, only, on the shores of the Bay ; but we have, on the other hand, ample evidence as to what was 
not delivered to the Company. viz. : the French posts, forts and territories in the interior beyond the height 
of land as aforesaid ; some of these territories even extending to the shores of the Bay. 


* This is a mistake, as shown in note +, [p. 254 of this vol.] It may be added here, that there is good reason 
to believe that the French traded and explored in the north-west before the middle of the seventeenth century. 
We find some of them in the Sioux countries about 1640; Radisson and Des Grosseliers were at Lake 
Winnipeg and on the Assiniboine in 1666, trading with the natives; and no doubt many others, of whom 
we have no record, did the same; A fort was built at Kamanistiquia in 1679, in which year Du Hut took 
possession of the country of the Sioux. St. Lusson had, eight years before, taken possession of all the 
countries of the North and North-West by consent of all the nations that inhabited them ; and it will be seen 
from the note +, [p. 254 of this vol.] already referred to, what the progress of the French was in this direction, 
subsequent to 1731. (See as to these statements the account of Sieur Nicolet’s explorations, about 1640, in 
Mr. Mill’s last Report, and Journal de l’Instrugtion Publique ; as to Radisson and Des Grosselliers, various 
papersin this work ; as to Du l’Hut, see Mr. Mills’ Report and some papers in this book ; as to St. Lusson, 
see Perrot’s Account, ante [Arb. Docs. ].) 
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Indians came down to York and other forts on the bay, and there exchanged their furs, 
ete., for the Company’s merchandise.* It appears that the ‘‘ pedlers ” (French traders 
-—Coureurs des Bois), as they were called, from Quebec, had for some time prior to the 
year 1773, gone up into the Red River district, and by so doing had cut off the Indians 
and bought their furs, and so prevented their taking them to York Fort and the other 
settlements and forts on the Bay. 

It was to prevent this that in the year 1774, one Mr. Hearne was sent down to 
establish a station up country, which he accordingly did at Cumberland House.{ In the 
same year Matthew Cocking started on a journey to the Red River District, but no 
settlement was made there until some fifteen years later. In his journal of this journey 
he mentions ‘‘ that pedlers swarmed there every year.” ‘ An old pedler called ‘ Young 
Deer ’ residing there ;”’ that ‘‘ the natives were corrupted by the pedlers having so long 
resided there,” and speaks of Franceways settlement on the Saskatchewan River. 

These pedlers were both English and French, but seem to have come from Quebec, 
though there does not seem to be any authority for alleging that they were the 
discoverers of this Territory. 

One Joseph La France, a French Canadian (Canadese) Indian, passed through the 
Red River Territory and Saskatchewan, on his way to York Fort, in the years 1739-42, 
and in his account of the journey makes no mention of having met any pedlers, or other 
foreigners, but only natives.§ 

This story is set out in the Appendix No. 2, to the Report of the Committee of the 
House of Commons, in 1849, a copy of which has been sent by the Secretary of the 
Hudson’s Bay Company. A map of the country was also prepared by a Mr. Dobbs, 
who published the story, under the instructions of Joseph La France. It is fairly 
accurate, but of course shows no boundaries.|| The whole country westward of Lake 
Winnipeg is left blank. The principal importance attaching to this story, we think, is 
that it precludes the Quebec pedlers from claiming that district by right of discovery. 
In one part he says the French never pass into the countries adjoining Lac la Pluie. 

The following are the dates of the establishment of the earlier posts of the 
Hudson’s Bay Company in this District: 


Cumberland Ho*¥*5... 0.0 fee ee 1774 Brandon! Eo ease eee Se ae et tees 1794 
Redaliakeses Sk UaLae 85.08 PEs 1790 Hdmontont Hos... see eee 1795 
Sa Branchvao, ms.) eee 1791 Carlton How eee eee er Jaki 1797 
Maclacbliicnirtssestt cern eens 1790 Lake Winnipeg .... ............ 1795 
SwanPRiver tee sete eee ee 1790 Assiniboils River......... AEE ONE EL 796 
La Crosse, Athabascatt .......... 1791 Red’ Riverseseeene: Motte Sa Meee LTO 


[The following notes are from the Book of Arbitration Documents.—G. E. LL.) 


* Writers who have touched on the subject agree that the Indians first sold their finest and best furs to 
the French, and then proceeded to the Bay to sell to the English the heavy and inferior furs the French 
had refused. (See, amongst others, Robson, pp. 62-3, 79, etc.) 

+ See note +, [p. 254 of this vol.] 

+ The “discoverers ” were their French forefathers ; and subsequently, as to the more remote districts, 
themselves or their immediate descendants or successors—French and English Canadians. 

§ Were he travelling in ordinary course, and not, as was really the case, attempting to escape justice 
and to keep away from the French traders, who would have been sure to deliver him up, he could have met 
them without trouble ; for he shows such considerable knowledge of the country that he could not but know 
where to find their forts theretofore established, and then still subsisting. But he was, in fact, trading 
without a license,—an offence for which swift punishment would have been meted out to him if caught. He 
had been poaching within the licensed limits of some farmer of the. revenue, had secured cargo for his 
canoes, and was proceeding on his route to the lower countries—perhaps to Orange—when he was met by a 
detachment of troops going to the upper posts. Well knowing his fate should the commander of the troops 
question or suspect him, he left his furs and took to the woods and ultimately found his way to the English 
at Hudson’s Bay. (See Report of 1749.) 

| This is map No. 74, p. 136n, ante [Arb. Docs. ]. 

§| We have already shown that they had a fort there in 1717. 

** See as to this, note +, [p. 254 of this vol.] It may be further added here, that before the Company estab- 
lished any other fort, the Canadian fur traders—and especially their great companies, culminating in the 
North-West Company, of Montreal—had penetrated to the Northern and Western Oceans, building forts 
and settling agents in all parts of the territories ; and that the Hudson’s Bay Company, instead of striving to 
lead their rivals, contented themselves by following them at some interval, and securing such portions of the 
trade as the others had allowed to pass by. (See section, ‘‘Canadian Enterprise in the North-West ” 
[in Arb. Does. ].) 


tt This post was on the waters of the Churchill. Canadian establishments had been formed on or near _ 


Lake Athabasca over twenty years before.— Ib. 
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We apprehend the maps as coming direct from the custody of the Hudson’s Bay 
Company, prove themselves. We have not taken extracts from the Post Diaries, inas- 
much as we can trace no direct evidence calculated to support counsels’ theory of prior 
discovery by the Hudson’s Bay Company,* and the foregoing repulses [reflects] the 
general impression produced upon our minds by perusal of the Post Diaries, as also of 
sundry published histories of the district in the Company’s Library, such as “Robgon’s 
Hudson’s Bay,” published 1752; «* Remarks upon Capt. Middleton’s Defence, by Arthur 
Dobbs,” 1744; and ‘‘ Carver’s Travels in North America,’’ 1766. 

As we have given the Company an undertaking that the two maps shall be returned 
to them when done with, we should deem it a favour if you would give directions for 
their receipt to be acknowledged on arrival, and for their return to us when done with, 


We have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your most obedient servants, 


Biscuorr, Bompas & Brscnorr. 


Hon. R. W. Scott, Ottawa. 


Str Joun Rose ro tue Hon. Avex. MACKENZIE, PREMIER OF THE DomrINION. 
[From the Book Arb. Does., p. 415. The note also is from the same place. ] 


BartHotomew Lang, E.C., 
September 26th, 1877. 


The Minute of Council requesting that Mr. Crooks be accredited in reference to the 
boundary between Ontario and the Dominion, has reached me by last mail. 

You have already heard by my previous letter that Mr. Crooks had sailed. T may 
mention, however, that even if he had remained, I do not think any research would have 
thrown more light on the matter than his Government is already in possession of. I 
employed a gentlemen for several weeks to search at the Colonial Office and Foreign 
Office, as well as the Rolls’ Office, and the Hudson’s Bay archives, and every scrap of 
information bearing on it was, I think, sent out either to Mr. Campbell, whilst he was 
Minister of the Interior, or to Mr. Scott, some months ago. I mention this to satisfy 
the Ontario Government ; as I believe that any further search would be attended with 
no result.+ 

Believe me to be, 


Yours ever faithfully, 


JoHN Ross. 
The Hon. Alex. Mackenzie, Ottawa. 


Mr. McDermort, an Accent or Sir Jonn Rose, To Sir Joun Ross. 
[From the Book Arb. Docs., p. 416. The notes appended are from the same place. ] 


Sm Joun Rosx,—In accordance with your instructions I have been engaged for 
some time past in searching among public documents for papers or maps defining the 
western and northern boundaries of the Province of Ontario. 


[The following notes are from the Book of Arbitration Documents.—G. E. L.] 


* In face of the known facts appearing in this book, no legitimate prior discovery on the part of the 
Hudson’s Bay Company can possibly be made out. 

+ Some valuable evidence—forming part of this supplementary section XVII. [Book Arb. Docs. ]} 
was afterwards procured in England by the Agent of the Ontario Government ; such, for instance, are the 
three documents, dated 1699, pp. 349 et seq. ; Papers relating to the Commissaries, pp. 360, etc. ; Claims of 
Hudson’s Bay Company, 1752-9, pp. 376, etc. ; and the Order in Council of 24th Aug., 1791, pp. 348, 411, 


17 
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Having been informed that you had yourself investigated the collection of maps in 
the Foreign Office Library, the greater portion of which had been removed to the 
National Record Office in Rolls’ Court, I commenced my search in the library of the 
latter department, receiving for several days tne sole attention of Mr. Kingston, the 
librarian, whose assistance, I need hardly say, saved much time and labour. I may at 


once state that my search has been unsuccessful. The facts and quotations supplied 


by you have all been easily verified, but the closest search has given no clue to the 
discrepancies, and no additional information in regard to disputed points. 

In the first place, with regard to the western boundary line of the Province of 
Ontario as laid down by 14 George IIL, cap. 83, no minute of the Privy Council nor 
any public documents of that time give any definition of the vague term “ northwards,” 
nor do any of the maps of Canada indicate any boundary whatever in this region.* The 
second edition of Mitchell's Map of 1755, in this respect does not differ in any par- 
ticular from the first edition. One of Mitchell’s Maps in the collection, I may add, is 


the identical one used by the Commissioners in settling the boundary line after the 


revolutionary war, and on it the western boundary line of the United States follows the 
course of the Mississippi northwards from its conflux with the Ohio. 

With reference to the district in Michigan governed by Mr. Hay, I found among 
the papers of Governor Haldimand a Petition from the inhabitants of Detroit, forwarded 
in 1783, by a Lieutenant-Governor Hay; but amidst this very voluminous corres- 
pondence I could find no further mention of this gentleman; and no patent of his 


appointment exists. Such patent, 1am told, would certainly be upon the Rolls had — 


his appointment emanated from this side. 

As to the line of division between Upper Canada and Hudson’s Bay Territory, I 
can find no explanation of the discrepancy pointed out by you between the definitions of 
the boundaries of Upper and Lower Canada, as given in the Proclamation of Governor 
Alured Clarke in 1791, and that assigned in the letters patent of the Earl of Elgin in 
1846. T-have read carefully through the draft instructions to the Earl of Elgin and all 
the correspondence relating to his appointment, but can find no mention of any reason 
for extending his jurisdiction to the shores of Hudson’s Bay, nor indeed any allusion to 
boundaries other than incidentially to matters in dispute between Canada and New 


Brunswick. The explanation given by you that the difference may be due to a slip of 


the pen would seem to be correct. Subsequent research among the papers at the 
Colonial Office affords no other explanation.t I may mention here that the Order in 
Council dividing Upper and Lower Canada is dated 24th August, 1791, upon a Report 
from the Lords of Committee of Council, dated 17th August, 1791. 

The boundaries of the Hudson’s Bay Company, as defined by the treaty of Utrecht, 
are shown on both editions of Mitchell’s map as following the height of land which 
forms the watershed of rivers running southward to the Lakes or northward to the Bay. 
I do not find, however, in the Records and Correspondence of the Commissioners of Trade 
and Plantations (which consist of documents in French, Latin, and English), any mention 
of a decision arrived at by the Commissioners appointed to fix this boundary matter and 
other disputed questions. Neither could the Secretary of the Hudson’s Bay Company 
afford me any information on this point. He states that the Company have no maps 
illustrating the question, and that it was always understood that their territory comprised 
the land in which the waters flowed to the northwards, thus fixing the boundary at the 
height of land before mentioned. He says he will look through the documents of the 


[The following notes are from the Book of Arbitration Documents.—G. E. L.] 


* There are several maps (see Notes on Maps, sec. VIII. ante [Arb. Docs. ]), showing the Mississippi to 
its source as the western boundary of British Canada and Quebec, respectively. The short period during 
which the Mississippi remained the real boundary of Provinces, viz. : 1774 to 1783, or perhaps to 1791-4— 
has caused a scarcity of such maps. 


+ If, as would seem, this difference relates to the words in the one document ‘‘ until it strikes the 
boundary line of the Hudson’s Bay,” and in the other ‘‘until it reaches the shore of Hudson’s Bay ” (both 
referring to the inter-provincial boundary), it certainly cannot have been due to ‘‘a slip of the pen,” for 
there are five other Commissions, 1838-46, containing exactly the same phrase as Lord Elgin’s (See English 
Commissions, in Arb. Docs.). 


+ See this Order, pp. 388, 411 [Arb. Docs. ]. 
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Company, but he holds no expectation of finding anything conclusive of the matter. 
Should he do so, he will at once communicate with you. 

Under these circumstances I have thought it best to communicate at once to you the 
result of my inquiries. Mr. Kingston, the Librarian of the Record Office, joins me in 
the belief that no more precise information exists on the subject, and all the older maps 
show that so little was known at the time, of the regions in question, that inaccuracies 
and discrepancies in the description of boundaries would appear to be inevitable. 


E. R. McDermort. 


Exrract From THE Speecu or His Honour tHe Ligutenant-GoverNnor oF ONTARIO, 
ON THE OPENING OF THE LxGIsLATURE, 9TH JANUARY, 1878* 


There has been another unexpected delay in procuring a settlement of the important 
subject of the boundaries between Ontario and the adjoining territories of the Dominion ; 
the absence from America of the distinguished gentleman selected as third arbitrator 
having made a settlement during the year impossible. The delay has been made use of 
to collect further facts and documents from the public archives in London and Paris, as 
well as from the records in possession of the Hudson’s Bay Company, and from various 
public libraries in Europe and America. The result of these and other investigations 
has been embodied in an important supplement to the papers already printed for the use 
of the arbitrators. Copies will be laid before you. The three arbitrators are believed to 
be now ready to enter on the arbitration as soon as may suit the arrangements of the two 
Governments. 


Mr. Scopie, AGENT OF THE GOVERNMENT oF ONTARIO, TO THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL OF 
ONTARIO. 


[From the Book of Arb. Does., p. 417. The foot notes are.from the same place. ] 


Toronto, March 18th, 1878. 


Sir,—lt having been deemed important that a search should be made for further 
evidence bearing on the limits of Ontario to the west and north, I received instructions 
from you on the 16th October last, to proceed to Paris and London for the purpose of 
searching the archives relating to the history of the country, with a view to procure such 
further evidence. 

Arriving in London on the 30th October, I presented my letter of credence to Sir 
John Rose, and by him was furnished with a letter to the Secretary of State for the 
Colonies ; by whom, upon learning that my immediate intention was to proceed to Paris, 
I was furnished with a letter to Lord Tenterden, Under-Secretary of State for Foreign 
Affairs, who gave me letters to the British Ambassador in Paris. With these credentials 
[ left London for Paris on the 3rd November, and on the 5th November I presented my 
letters to Lord Lyons, and was furnished by him with letters to the Minister of Marine 
and Colonies, the Minister of Foreign Affairs, and the Minister of the Interior. I lost 
no time in presenting these, and stating the objects of my visit to the various Ministers ; 
but owing to the unsettled state of French politics, and the changes in the personnel of 
the Ministry (there having been five successive changes of Ministry during the month of 
November), I found it very difficult to procure immediate attention. Pending the official 
permission to search the public archives, I busied myself in the splendid libraries of 
Paris, where I found much information which was collaterally useful 1o me, and where I 
saw and made notes of large numbers of maps published between 1713 and 1763. I was 


* Journals Leg. Ass., 1878, Vol. 11, p. 3. 
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also sufficiently fortunate to establish friendly relations with M. Pierre Margry, whose 


historical writings upon the early history of North America are so well known. Through 
his advice, and aided by his extensive knowledge of all matters relating to the early 
history of Canada, I was enabled to commence my researches at a point very far in 
advance of that which I should otherwise have done. 

Having at last procured the required permission to search the archives of the Marine 
and Colonies, a new difficulty presented itself. Monsieur Le Bon, the Sous-Directeur of 
the Department, was one of the Commissioners appointed to arbitrate between France 
and England upon the question of the Newfoundland Fisheries, and I found it difficult 
to disabuse his mind of the idea that my investigations had some relation to this subject. 
Consequently, my researches were carried on under certain restrictions. AJ] the extracts: 
I required were submitted to his eyes before I was allowed to use them ; and copies were 
made, by the clerks of the Department, of such matter only as he judged could not be 
used in relation to Newfoundland. I am of the opinion, however, that the copies of the: 
documents which I forwarded to you contain all the evidence that can be procured from 
that source which is material for the present purpose. I am sustained in this belief by 
the opinion of Mons. Margry, who was aware of the nature of my mission, and with 
whom I conversed frequently as to the discoveries I made, and as to the existence of 
further evidence. 

With respect to the reference which was made in letters* that passed between the 
Marquis de Torcy and Mr. Prior, and between Mr. Prior and Lord Bolingbroke in 1713, 
to a map or maps that had been furnished to the Commissioners of both countries, defin- 
ing the extreme pretensions of each, the most diligent search on my part, both in London. 
and Paris, failed to bring these maps to light, although I was sufficiently fortunate to 
discover the original letters which accompanied them. I found a map,t however, in the 
Depot des Cartes de la Marine, in Paris, which bore certain autograph lines upon it, that. 
were marked as lines ‘‘ according to the pretensions of the English” and “according to 
the memoir of M. D’Auteuil”{ respectively. The first of these lines is that claimed by 
the memorial of the British Commissaries presented through Lord Stair in 1719,§ as 
being the boundary desired by the Commissaries appointed by Great Britain under the 
Treaty of Utrecht. The second is probably that boundary which France, as a last resort, 
was willing to concede. The lines are drawn upon a map published by Guillaume de 
L’Isle in 1703, and the lines in question doubtless furnished the data for the lines shown 
in the subsequent editions of De L’Isle’s maps, which, however, followed D’Auteuil’s 
memoire more closely than the original map. M. D’Auteuil was, at the time of his 
“ memoires,” “ Procureur General” in Canada, and was engaged in Paris in and after 1719 
in the preparation of the French case for consideration of the Commissaries under the 
Treaty of Utrecht. 

During my stay in Paris, I examined some hundreds of maps, many of them original, 
relating to French discoveries in N. America, and made full notes as to the information 
furnished by upwards of sixty of them. As, however, subsequent research proved many 
of them to have been geographically incorrect, and they bore little or no value as 
historical references, I did not consider it necessary to send you more than a few of the 
most important. 

Returning from Paris to London on the 9th December, I commenced my researches 
by looking at the maps in the Colonial and Foreign Offices, but without finding any maps 
of special value in reference to boundaries. 

I received much assistance in my search in the Foreign Office from E. Hertslet, Esq., 
C.B., whose acquaintance with the Treaties concluded by Great Britain enabled him to 
give me much valuable information. My researches served to prove that no authentic 


[The following notes are from the Book of Arbitration Documents.—G. E. L. | 


* See letter, Prior to Bolingbroke, p. 153 [Arb. Docs.] 
+ This is Map No. 133, p. 186f [Arb. Does. ] 

+ For this Memoir, see p. 368 [Arb. Docs. ] 

§ For this Memoir, see p. 365 [Arb. Docs. ] 


—— 
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map exists in the Colonial Office, the Foreign Office or the Public Records Office defining 
the extent of country ceded by the French in 1763.* 

I found a map published by Arrowsmith, in 1795, in the Foreign Office. This map 
is inscribed, “by permission to the Hon. Governor and Company of Adventurers trading 
into Hudson’s Bay, in testimony of their liberal communications,” and gives no boundary 
under the Treaty of Utrecht, but bears the letter U in Upper Canada, on the parallel of 
50°, and the whole word “ Upper” north of the height of land; whilst in an edition of 
the same map, dated 1795, but, as I ascertained from the publisher, published im 1850, 
the words “ Upper Canada” have been erased from the original position, and re-engraved 
‘close to the shore of Lake Superior, sowth of the height of land. 

My researches in the Public Records Office were materially aided by Mr. Kingston, 
the librarian, through whose kindness I procured copies of important documents and cor- 
respondence having reference to the English Commission, under the Treaty of Utrecht. 

Some of the documents forwarded from France having failed to reach you, I returned 
to Paris on the 11th January, completed my researches, and going back to London, left 
for Canada on the 25th February, arriving here on the 15th inst. 

In conclusion, I beg respectfully to point out the difficulties which encompass 
research into such a matter as that with which I have been charged. The examination 
of the records of nations like those of Great Britain and France, must needs be laborious, 
even under the most favourable circumstances ; but considering that I had been preceded 
in my researches by many gentlemen, who gave much time and study to the subject, I 
feel that I have been fortunate in being able to bring to your notice documents that have 
never been produced before in all the course of the discussion of the boundary question, 
as to the claims of the Hudson’s Bay Company, and as between the Dominion and this 
Province. Trusting that the result of my labours has been satisfactory to you, 
I am, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 
Hon, O. Mowat, M.P.P., THos. C. Scosre. 
Attorney-General, etc., etc., Toronto. 


[The following notes are from the Book of Arbitration Documents.—G. E. L.] 


* By the Treaty of 1763, the Mississippi, from its source to the . . . sea, was declared to be the 
boundary between Louisiana and the English possessions. The previous boundaries of Louisiana were, on 
the north and north-east, the northern and north-eastern watershed of the Missouri from its source in the 
‘Rocky Mountains to its junction with the Mississippi —the Illinois country being at times within and at 
times without the bounds and jurisdiction of Louisiana. (See the official description, pp. 41-2. [Arb. Docs. ] 
‘The French maps coucur, as a rule, in the same boundaries.) 

This northern boundary of Louisiana, was, prior to the cession, undoubtedly the southern boundary of 
Canada, in that direction, up to the sources of the Missouri ; and whilst Louisiana was confessedly limited 
to the Rocky Mountains, the French always claimed that Canada extended beyond those mountains to the 
Western and Pacific Seas, —having for southern boundary in those quarters New Albion or New Mexico, as 
the case might be. No geographer or historian has ever claimed that the countries north of Louisiana, and 
indefinitely westward, were other than part of Canada ; sometimes they are referred to, when beyond the 
limit of actual discovery, as ‘‘ the unknown lands of Canada.” ‘ : 

Through these unknown lands the intrepid French commandants and their followers pushed discovery 
and trade—always seeking for their goal, the Western Sea. They reached the Rocky Mountains, which 
they probably crossed ; but it was left to their Canadian successors—French and English—to establish on 
‘the Pacific slope, the establishments which secured to them its trade, and to one of them—Sir Alexander 
Mackenzie—to secure the sovereignty of the territory, to the British Crown, west of the Rocky Mountains. 
(See Mackenzie’s Travels, and the negotiations between the United States and Great Britain respecting the 
Oregon Question.) In the negotiations with the United States the western extension beyond the meridian 
of the source of the Mississippi could not be claimed by England by virtue of its having been English 
territory from the beginning, or of its having been French territory, not part of Canada. : 

It was claimed, westward to the Rocky Mountains, as a part of French Canada, and the claim was 
ultimately conceded. The Treaties of 1783 and 1794, made no change. By the Convention of 1818, how- 
ever, the par. of 49° become by mutual consent the boundary between the two countries, from the Rocky 
Mountains eastward to the Lake of the Woods. It will be remembered that until the recent claims of the 
Hudson’s Bay Company, no other country than Canada had ever claimed this western Territory, and that 
it had always been named and treated as part of Canada, whether French or English. 

What France ceded then, in 1763, west of the meridian of the sources of the Mississippi, was the country 
bounded on the sonth by the parallel of the source of the Mississippi, westerly,—(1) to the South Sea or 
Pacific Ocean ; or (2) to the northerly watershed of the Missouri, according to its situation as shown by 
‘Maps and geographies of the time, and thence along such watershed to the Rocky Mountains, and thence 
westward to the Pacific: or (3) to the northerly watershed of the Missouri, as now known, and thence along 
‘such watershed to the Kocky Mountains, and thence westward to the Pacific, 
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MEMORANDUM OF THE MINISTER OF THE INTERIOR.* 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 


Orrawa, 24th April, 1878. 
Memorandum. 


Referring to the terms of the Order in Council dated the 8th July, 1874, relative 
to the provisional arrangement respecting the westerly and northerly boundaries of 
Ontario, intended to provide a joint system for the administration of the lands within 
the territories claimed by the respective Governments of the Dominion and Ontario, 
the undersigned has the honour to call the attention of Council. to the fact that while 
all necessary provision is made therein for the confirmation eventually of any patents 
issued by either Government, it is not specifically mentioned in the said Order that any 
lease granted by either Government in the interim shall similarly be ratified. 

The question has been brought under the notice of the undersigned, in connection 
with the lease recently authorized by Council to Mr. Macaulay for a timber limit 
situate in Keewatin, between the Lake of the Woods and Rainy Lake; and the under- 
signed having been advised by the Deputy Minister of Justice that it would be desir- 
able to add the right of giving leases to that of making grants of land, to the respective © 
Governments, over the country apportioned to each by the conventional boundary, 
respectfully recommends that communication be had with the Government of Ontario 
with that in view, the understanding to be that all such leases shall be ratified and 
confirmed, and that all bonuses, rents and royalties received by either Government for 
limits which may prove to be situate within the true boundaries of the other, shall be 
transferred in accordance with the Sections 8 and 4 of the Order in Council quoted. 


Respectfully submitted. 
Davin Mitus, 
Minister of the Interior. 


Report oF A COMMITTEE OF THE Privy CoUNCIL, APPROVED BY THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL 
ON THE 29TH APRIL, 1878.* 


On a Memorandum, dated 24th April, 1878, from the Honourable the Minister of 
the Interior, having reference to the terms of the Order in Council dated the 8th July, 
1874, relative to the provisional arrangement respecting the westerly and northerly 
boundaries of Ontario, and recommending that communication be had with the Govern- 
ment of Ontario, with a view to an understanding that all leases shall be ratified and 
confirmed, and that all bonuses, rents and royalties received by either Guovernment-for 
limits which may prove to be situate within the true boundaries of the other, shall be 
transferred in accordance with the Sections 3 and 4 of the Order in Council quoted. 

The Committee submit the foregoing recommendations for your Hxcellency’s 
approval. 

Certified. 
W. A. Hiwsworrts, 
Hon. Minister of the Interior. CAM sonst 


Toe Unper-SecRErTARY OF STATE TO THE PROVINCIAL SECRETARY. [ 


DEPARTMENT OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE, 
Orrawa, lst May, 1878. 


Srr,—I am directed to transmit to you herewith, for the information of His Honour 
the Lieutenant-Governor of Ontario, a copy of an Order of His Excellency the Governor- 


* Ho. of Coms. Return, 19th March, 1881, No. 37, p. 23. f1bid., p. 24, 
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General in Council, and of the Memorandum of. the Honourable. the Minister of the 
Interior therein referred to, respecting the terms of the Order in Council of the 8th 
July, 1874 (of which a copy was communicated tothe Lieutenant-Governor on the 22nd 
of that:month), relative to the provisional arrangement with regard to the westerly and 
northerly boundaries of Ontario. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


Epouarp J. LANGEVIN, 
Under-Secretary of State. 
Hon. Provincial Secretary, Toronto. 


Tue ASSISTANT PROVINCIAL SECRETARY TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE.* 


PROVINCIAL SECRETARY’S OFFICE, 
Toronto, 3rd May, 1878. 


Sir,—I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your letter, transmitting 
eopy of an Order in Council and of the Memorandum of the Honourable the Minister 
of the Interior therein referred to, respecting the terms of the Order in Council of 8th 
July, 1874, relative to the provisional arrangement with regard to the westerly and 
northerly boundaries of this Province, and to inform you that the subject will be sub- 
mitted to His Honour the Lieutenant-Governor. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 


Your obedient servant, 
I. R. Ecxart, 


Assistant Secretary. 
Hon. Secretary of State, Ottawa. 


Report oF THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL OF ONTARIO. | 


Referring to the terms of the joint memorandum signed by the Hon. David Laird, 
formerly Minister of the Interior of the Dominion of Canada, and the Hom. T. B. 
Pardee, Commissioner of Crown Lands of this Province, fixing a temporary conventional 
boundary of the Province of Ontario on the west and north, and adopting a system for 
the sale of lands and for adjusting disputed rights in the territory claimed by both 
‘Governments, and which memorandum was approved by His Excellency the Governor- 
General upon the eighth day of July, 1874, and by His Honour the Lieutenant-Governor 
of Ontario on the ninth of the same month, the undersigned has the honour to report 
that an Order of His Excellency the Governor-General was passed on the 29th April, 
1878, in which attention was called to the fact that while all necessary provision 1s made 
by the said memorandum for the confirmation eventually of any patents issued by either 
Government, that it is not mentioned that any lease granted by either Government in 
the interim shall be similarly ratified, and recommending that communication should be 
had with this. Government, with a view to an understanding that all leases should be 
ratified and confirmed, and that all bonuses, rents and royalties received by either 
Government for limits which might be proved to be situate within the true boundaries 
of the other should be transferred in accordance with sections three and four of the said 
memorandum. 
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The undersigned respectfully recommends that an Order in Council be passed 
declaring that all leases and licenses and applications therefor, shall be subject to the 
stipulations contained in the said memorandum in respect of patents of lands and appli- 
cations therefor, and that all bonuses, rents and royalties received by either Government 
for limits which may prove to be situate within the true boundaries of the other shall be 
transferred in accordance with the provisions of the third and fourth sections of the 
said memorandum as extended by such Order. 

O. Mowat, 
Attorney-General. 


7th May, 1878. 


ORDER IN COUNCIL, APPROVED BY THE LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR, THE 9TH DAY OF May, 
1878.* 


Upon consideration of the Report of the Honourable the Attorney-Gencral, the Com- 
mittee of Council advise that it be declared that all leases and licenses and applications 
therefor, shall be subject to the stipulations contained in the joint memorandum signed 
by the Honourable David Laird, formerly Minister of the Interior of the Dominion of 
Canada, and the Honourable T. B. Pardee, Commissioner of Crown Lands of this Prov- 
ince, fixing a tempor:ry conventional boundary of this Province on the west and north, 
and adopting a system for the sale of lands and for adjusting disputed rights in the 
territory claimed by both Governments in respect of patents of lands and applications 
therefor ; and further, that all bonuses, rents and royalties received by either Govern- 
ment for limits which may prove to be situate within the boundaries of the other, shall 
be transferred in accordance with the provisions of the third and fourth sections of the 
said memorandum as extended by this Order. 

Certified. 
J. G. Scort, 
Clerk Executive Council. 


___. 


Tue Assistant Provincia, SECRETARY TO THE SECRETARY oF STATRE.* 


Toronto, 11th May, 1878. 


Sir,—With reference to the correspondence that has taken place respecting the 
provisional arrangement with regard to the westerly and northerly boundaries of Ontario, 
I am now directed to transmit herewith a copy of an Order in Council, approved of by His 
Honour the Lieutenant-Governor the 9th instant, together with a copy of the Report of 
the Honourable the Attorney-General therein referred to, having reference to such 
boundaries. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


I. R. Ecxarrt, 
Assistant Secretary. 
Hon. Secretary of State, Ottawa. 


* Ho. of Coms. Return, 19th March, 1881, No. 37, p. 24. 
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THE Unper-SECRETARY OF STATE TO THE MINISTER OF THE INTERIOR.* 


DEPARTMENT OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE, 
Orrawa, 13th May, 1878. 


Sm,—Adverting to the Order of His Excelleney the Governor-General in Council of 
the 29th ult., [am directed to transmit to you herewith a copy of a letter from the 
Assistant Provincial Secretary of Ontario, and of the Minute of Council and Report of 
the Honourable the Attorney-General of that Province therein referred to, with respect 
to the provisional arrangement regarding the westerly and northerly boundaries of 
Ontario. 

I have the honour to be, Sir, 


Your obedient servant, 


Epovarp J. LanxcEevn, 
Under-Secretary of State. 
Hon. Minister of Interior. 


MEMORANDUM OF THE DeEputy-MINISTER OF JUSTICE.* 


Orrawa, 27th May, 1878. 


On the 9th June, 1857, H. Merivale, Esq., by letter of that date, submitted to the 
then Attorney and Solicitor-General, as law officers of the Crown, certain questions con- 
nected with the rights of the Hudson’s Bay Company, and requested their opinion thereon. 

In this letter Mr. Merivale states that the statements of Hudson’s Bay Company 
rights as to territory, trade, etc., made by them to Earl Grey, on the 13th September, 
1849, was submitted to the then law officers of the Crown, who reported that they were 
of opinion that the rights so claimed by the Company properly belonged to them. 

It is of great importance, for the purpose of the arbitration shortly to be held, to 
settle the north-west boundary of Ontario, that a copy of the statement submitted by the 
Hudson’s Bay Company to the Government as above mentioned, and of the opinion of 
the law officers of the Crown thereon should be obtained. 

Will the Secretary of State please request His Excellency to communicate without 
delay with the Colonial Secretary, and request that a copy of the documents referred to 
may be obtained and transmitted at as early a date as possible. 

The arbitration is expected to be held in July next. 

Z. A. Lass, 


Deputy of the Minister of Justice. 


Tue UnbEeR-SECRETARY OF STATE TO THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL’S SECRETARY.T 


DEPARTMENT OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE, 

Orrawa, 29th May, 1878. 
Srr,—I am directed to transmit to you herewith, for the information of His Excel- 
lency the Governor-General, a copy of a memorandum from the Deputy of the Minister 
of Justice, requesting that copies may be procured of certain documents therein men- 
tioned, in reference to the rights of the Hudson’s Bay Company as to territory, trade, ete. 

I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 
Epovarp J. Lanceviy, 
Under-Secretary of State. 
The Goyernor-General’s Secretary. 
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ORDER IN CoUNCIL, APPROVED BY THE LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR THE 31ST DAY OF 
) JuLY,, 1878,* PaO MARMOT AP pf 


Upon consideration of the Report of the Honourable the Attorney-General, dated 
80th day of July, 1878, recommending that the Honourable Robert A. Harrison, Chief 
Justice of Ontario, be appointed arbitrator in the matter of the northerly and westerly 
boundaries of the Province of Ontario in relation to the rest of the Dominion, in the room 
and stead of the Honourable William Buell Richards, who, since his appointment as such 
arbitrator, was appointed Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, and subsequently resigned 
his appointment as arbitrator, the Government of the Dominion having named Sir 
Francis Hincks one of the arbitrators in the room and stead of the Honourable Lemuel 
Allan Wilmot, deceased, and the Right Honourable Sir Edward Thornton having been 


} 


named on behalf of the Governments of the Dominion and Ontario; and also recom- — 


mending that.the determination of the award of such three arbitrators, or_a. majority of 


them, in the matter of the seid boundaries respectively, be.taken.as.final and.conclusive ;. 


and also thatthe Province.of Ontario, agree to concurrent, action with the Government 
of the Dominion in obtaining..such legislation.as.might be necessary for giving effect to 
the conclusion arrived at. by the said arbitrators,.and for establishing the northern and 
_ western limits of the Province of Ontario.in connection therewith : . a 

The Committee of Council advise that the foregoing recommendations be adopted 
and approved of by your Honour. a 


Certified. 


LonspaLe CapREoL, 
Assistant Clerk, Executive Council, Ontario. 


Report or 4 Commirres or THE Privy Counerm, approveD BY THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL 
ON THE 83lst JuLy, 1878.* 


The Committee of Council have had under consideration the subject of the northern 
and western boundaries of the Province of Ontario, which under previous Orders in 
Council had been referred to the Honourable W. B. Richards, then Chief Justice of 
Ontario, named as referee on behalf of that Province, but who was subsequently replaced 
by the present Chief Justice, the Honourable R. A. Harrison, and the Honourable Sir 
Francis Hincks, who has been named on behalf of the Dominion; and whereas subse- 
quently to the action taken under Order of Council of 12th November, 1874, it was 
mutually agreed between the Governments of the Dominion and Ontario, that the 
Right Honourable Sir Edward Thornton should be selected as third-referee, the Com- 
mittee recommend that such selection be confirmed by Minute of Council, and that.the 
determination of such three referees be final and conclusive. upon the limits to be taken 
as and for each boundary respectively. 


Certified. 


W. A. Hmsworn, 
Clerk Privy Council, Canada. 


a =z a Laas Se Sore 
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A STATEMENT OF THE CASE OF THE PROVINCE OF ONTARIO RESPECT- 


ING THE WESTERLY AND NORTHERLY BOUNDARIES OF THE 
“PROVINCE. 


_ PREPARED FOR THE ARBITRATION BETWEEN THE DOMINION AND THE Province, 1878, 
alae BY THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL OF ONTARIO.* 


Ontario has the same limits as Upper Canada had ; and the same limits as, west of 


| the division line between Upper and Lower Canada, the Province of Canada had, and the 


Dominion of Canada had before its purchase of the rights of the Hudson’s Bay Company. 
___ In the present dispute the claim of Ontario is to the boundaries which were officially 
insisted upon by the Province of Canada before Confederation, and by the Dominion after- 
wards. It is submitted that the demand so made was just and well-founded. 

Thus, the Hon. Mr. Cauchon, Commissioner of Crown Lands, in an Official Paper, in 
the year 1857, claimed that the westerly boundary of the Province extended “as far as 
British territory, not otherwise organized, would carry it, which would be to the Pacific ; 


or, if limited at all, it would be by the first waters of the Mississippi which [a due west 


line from the Lake of the Woods] intersected, which would be the White Earth River ; 


and this [he showed] would in fact correspond with the extent of Canada previously known 


to the French. . . . The southerly boundary of the British dominions, west of Lake 


_ Superior, being therefore demonstrated as identical with the southerly boundary of Canada, 


to some point due west of the Lake of the Woods, the only question is as to where that 


- point is to be found. Is it the White Earth River, the first waters of the Mississippi 
_ which the due west line intersects ? or is it the summit of the Rocky Mountains, on the same 
- principle that the co-terminous boundary of Louisiana was ultimately so construed ?” 


With respect to the northerly boundary, the Commissioner pointed out that ‘the only 


- possible conclusion is that Canada is either bounded in that direction by a few isolated 


posts on the shore of Hudson’s Bay, or else that the Company’s territory is . . . @ 
myth, and consequently that Canada has no particular limit in that direction.” 

So also, after Confederation, in an official letter of the Canadian Ministers, Sir George 
E. Cartier and the Honourable William McDougall, to Sir Frederic Rogers, Bart., Under- 
Secretary of State for the Colonies, dated 16th January, 1869, they pointed out that “the 
boundaries of Canada on the north and west were declared, under the authority of the 
Constitutional Act of 1791, to include ‘all the territory to the westward and southward’ 


- of the ‘ boundary line of Hudson’s Bay . . . . to the utmost extent of the country 
~ commonly called or known by the name of Canada.’ Whatever doubt may exist as to the 


‘utmost extent’ of Old or French Canada, no impartial investigator of the evidence in the 


~ ease can doubt that it extended to, and included, the country between Lake of the Woods 
and Red River. The Government of Canada therefore does not admit, but on the con- 


trary denies, and has always denied, the pretensions of the Hudson’s Bay Company to any 


_ right of soil beyond that of squatters in the territory ” between the Lake of the Woods 
and Red River (that being the territory to which the matter which called forth the letter 


referred). 
In another letter, dated 8th February, 1869, also addressed to Sir Frederic Rogers, 


the same Ministers mentioned among other facts and inferences ‘‘ which cannot, [they] be- 
lieve, be disputed,” the following :— 

“1, The Charter of Charles IT. (and for the present we raise no question as to its 
validity) could not, and did not, grant to the Hudson’s Bay Company any territory in 
America which was not then (1670) subject to the Crown of England. 

“2, The Charter expressly excluded all lands, etc., then ‘possessed by the subjects of 
any other Christian Prince or State.’ 

“3. By the Treaty of St. Germain-en-Laye (1632), the King of England resigned to 
the King of France the sovereignty of Acadia, New France, and Canada generally, and 


without limits. 
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“4, ‘La Nouvelle France’ was then understood to include the whole region of 
Hudson’s Bay, as the maps and histories of the time, English and French, abundantly 
rove. 
aa: 5. At the Treaty of Ryswick (1697), twenty-seven years after the date of the 
Charter, the right of the French to ‘places situated in the Hudson’s Bay’ was distinctly 
admitted ; and although commissioners were appointed (but never came to an agreement 
to ‘examine and determine the pretensions which either of the said Kings hath to the 
places situate in the Hudson’s Bay,’ and with ‘authority for settling the limits and con- 
fines of the lands to be restored on either side ;’ the places taken from the English (ie, 
from the Hudson’s Bay Company), by the French previous to the war, and ‘retaken by 
the English during this war, shall be left to the French by virtue of the foregoing [the 
7th] Article.’ In other words, the forts and factories of the Hudson’s Bay Company, 
established in Hudson’s Bay under pretence of their Charter, and taken possession of by 
the French in time of peace, on the ground that they were an invasion of French terri- 
tory, were restored, by the Treaty of Ryswick, to the French, and not to the Company. 

“6. By the Treaty of Utrecht, 1713, ‘the Bay and Straits of Hudson, together with 
all lands, seas, sea coasts, rivers, and places situate in the Bay and Straits, and which 
belong thereto,’ were finally ceded to Great Britain. 

“7, As no definite boundary was ever established between the possessions of the 
French in the interior and the English at Hudson’s Bay, down to the Treaty of Paris, 
1763, when the whole of Canada was ceded to Great Britain, the extent of the actual 
possession by the two nations for some period, say from the Treaty of Utrecht to the 
Treaty of Paris, affords the only rational and true basis for ascertaining that boundary. 

“8, The evidence is abundant and conclusive to prove that the French traded over 
and possessed the whole of the country known as the Winnipeg Basin and ‘ Fertile Belt,’ 
from its discovery by Europeans down to the Treaty of Paris, and that the Hudson’s Bay 
Company neither traded nor established posts to the south or west of Lake Winnipeg, 
until many years after the cession of Canada to England. 

“9. No other or subsequent grant to the Company was ever made which could possibly 
extend their territorial rights under their Charter. The license to trade in the Indian 
territories, which they obtained in 1821, was revoked in 1858, and has not been renewed, 

“10. The country which, in view of these facts, must be excluded from the operation 
of the Charter, includes all the lands fit for cultivation and settlement in that part of 
British America.” 

Ontario claims that the official views of the Government of the Dominion, as thus 
expressed, should, prama facie, be carried out as between the Dominion and the Province, 
unless the Dominion proves that the assertions so made by its Ministers were false or 
mistaken, and that the claim to which they led was unfounded, The onus of proof is on 
the Dominion. i 

The opinion of Chief Justice Draper, as communicated to the Government of the 
Province of Canada, 12th June, 1857, was that the decision of the Privy Council would 
give “to Canada a clear right west to the line of the Mississippi and some considerable 
distance north of what the Hudson’s Bay Company claim ;” though not any territory 
““west of the westernmost head of the Mississippi River.” 

But the claim of the Dominion as made in 1872, after having acquired the Com- 
pany’s right, and as made now, proposes to limit the Province on the west to the meridian 
of the confluence of the Ohio and Mississippi, variously stated as 88° 50’, 88° 58’, and 
89° 9° 27"; and to limit the Province on the north (as the Company claimed in 1857) by 
the height of land which divides the waters that fall into Hudson’s Bay from those that 
fall into the St. Lawrence and its lakes. 

In support of the claim which Ontario represents, the Province relies on the argu- 
ments of the Ministers of the Province of Canada before Confederation, the arguments of 
the Ministers of the Dominion, the legal opinion of the learned Chief Justice, and the 
arguments set forth in Mr. Mills’ Report, and in the other papers, on the same side, 
which have been collected and printed for the purpose of the present arbitration. The 
evidence obtained during the present year affords some fresh arguments in favour of the 
same views. 
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The present statement is a summary of some only of the facts and reasons which 
support Ontario’s claim. 

In 1763, France ceded to England Canada with all ‘its dependencies,” reserving so 
much of what had theretofore been known as Canada as lay west of the Mississippi River; 
and the Treaty provided that the confines between ‘“ France and England in that part of 
the world shall be fixed irrevocably by a line drawn along the middle of the River Missis- 
sippi from its source . . . to the sea.” 

Shortly after the Treaty, His Majesty, by Royal Proclamation dated the 7th Octo- 
ber, 1763, erected the Province of Quebec, with certain boundaries therein set forth. 
Afterwards, in 1774, the Quebec Act was passed, which recited that ‘by the arrange- 
ments made by the said Royal Proclamation, a very large extent of territory, within 
which were several colonies and settlements of the subjects of France, who claimed to 
remain therein under the faith of the said Treaty, was left without any provision being 
made for the administration of civil government therein.” The Act therefore provided, 
“that all the territories, islands, and countries in North America, belonging to the Crown 
of Great Britain, bounded on the south by” a line, therein described, from the Bay of 
Chaleurs to ‘ the River Ohio, and along the bank of the said river westward to the banks 
of the Mississippi, and northward to the southern boundary of the territory granted to 
the Merchants Adventurers of England trading into Hudson’s Bay, . . . beand they 
are hereby, during His Majesty’s pleasure, annexed to and made part and parcel of the 
Province of Quebec, as created and established by the said Royal Proclamation of the 7th 
October, 1763.” 

Ontario contends that a true construction of this language requires that the line 
northerly from the confluence of the Ohio and Mississippi should follow the Mississippi 
River to its source. 

That this is not only the just construction of the language employed, but was also the 
real intention of Parliament, is shown further by the history and the known objects of the 
Bill, by the proceedings thereon in the House of Commons, and by the letter of the 
Right Honourable Edmund Burke, dated 2nd August, 1774, to his constituents of the 
Province of New York, whose agent he was at the time. 

So, the Royal Commission which was issued immediately afterwards (viz., 27th 
December, 1774) to Sir Guy Carleton, as Captain-General and Governor-in-Chief of the 
Province, expressly describes the line from the confluence of the Ohio and Mississippi as 
“northward along the eastern bank of the said river [Mississippi] to the southern boundary 
of the territory granted to the” Hudson’s Bay Company. 

Sir Frederick Haldimand succeeded Sir Guy Carleton. His Commission is dated 
18th September, 1777, and assigned to the Province the same boundary lines as the pre- 
vious Commission had done. 

These two Commissioners remove all reasonable doubt as to the line northward being 
along the banks of the Mississippi to its source on two grounds :— 

(1.) On the ground that these Commissions show the contemporaneous exposition of 
the intention of the Act, by the Ministers of the day and by their distinguished law 
advisers. Lord Camden was Lord Chancellor ; Mr. Thurlow was Attorney-General, and 
Mr. Wedderburn was Solicitor-General—each of whom afterwards became Lord Chancellor. 

(2.), On the ground that the Crown had an undoubted right to add to the boundaries 
of the Province ; and that if the boundaries given to it by the Commissions are not the 
identical boundaries which the Statute provided for, and which were thereby to continue 
during His Majesty’s pleasure, and if the Commissions assigned to the Province a larger 
area than the Statute had described, the Crown had the right to make and did make the 
addition. 

By the Treaty of Paris between Great Britain and the United States, in 1783, it was 
agreed that the boundary between the two countries should be a line, therein particularly 
described, from the north-western angle of Nova Scotia, through Lakes Ontario, Erie, 
Huron, Superior, Long Lake, etc., to the Lake of the Woods, ‘‘ thence throngh the said 
Lake [of the Woods] to the most north-western point thereof, and from thence on a due 
west course to the River Mississippi,” ete. 

The Commission to Sir Guy Carleton after this Treaty (dated 22nd April, 1786), 
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followed this description in giving the boundaries of the Province, and assigned as its 

southerly boundary a line “to the said Lake of the Woods, thence through the said Lake’ 
to the most north-western point thereof, and from thence on a due west course to the 
River Mississippi ; and northward to the southern boundary of the territory granted to’ 
the” Hudson’s Bay Company. 9 

A due west line from the point indicated would not intersect what is now known as’ 
the Mississippi, and therefore what was then known as the Mississippi, or the first tribu-| 
tary so intersected, the waters of which flow into the Mississippi, may be taken as intended. 
This question is very fully discussed in Mr. Dawson’s paper. If that view should not be 
sustained, the alternative is the course taken under the Treaties with the United States 
of 1794, 1814, 1818 and 1842. : 

The Constitutional Act, 1791, the Act providing for the division of the Province of 
Quebec, recited that ‘His Majesty had been pleased to signify, by his message to both 
Houses of Parliament, his Royal intention to divide his Province of Quebec into two sep- 
arate Provinces, to be called the Province of Upper Canada and the Province of Lower 
Canada ;” and the Act made provision for the government of each Province after the’ 
division should take place. A Paper had been presented to Parliament previous to the 
passing of this Act, describing the line proposed to be drawn for dividing the Province of 
Quebec into two Provinces. This Paper traced the line of division into Lake Temiscam- 
ing, “and from the head of the said Lake by a line drawn due north until it strikes the 
boundary line of Hudson’s Bay ; including all the territory to the westward and south- 
ward of the said line, to the utmost extent of the country commonly called or known by 
the name of Canada.” | 

On the 24th August, 1791, an Order in Council was passed, reciting among other 
things that this Paper had been presented to Parliament previous to the passing of the 
Act; and dividing the Province into two, according to the line of division mentioned in 
the paper. i 

On 18th November, 1791, General Alured Clarke, Lieutenant-Governor and Com-’ 
mander-in-Chief of the Province of Quebec, issued a Proclamation, in His Majesty’s name, 
in pursuance of his instruction and of a provision for this purpose in the Statute, declar- 
ing when the division should take effect (26th December, 1791). This Proclamation 
recited as follows :— | 

‘‘Whereas we have thought fit, by and with the advice of our Privy Council, by our 
Order in Council dated in the month of August last, to order that our Province of Que- 
bec should be divided into two distinct Provinces, to be called the Province of Upper 
Canada and the Province of Lower Canada, by separating the said two Provinces accord- 
ing to the following line of division, viz. :—‘To commence at a stone boundary, [ete.,] 
running north twenty-five degrees east until it strikes the Ottawas River, to ascend the’ 
said river into the Lake Temiscaming, and from the head of the said lake by a line drawn 
due north until it strikes the boundary line of Hudson’s Bay, including all the territory 
to the westward and southward of the said line to the utmost extent of the country com-— 
monly called or known by the name of Canada.’” 

That the country then commonly called or known by the name of Canada comprised 
the whole of the territory formerly claimed against the Hudson’s Bay Company, and now’ 
claimed by Ontario, is established by abundant testimony. : 

On the 12th September, 1791, a Commission issued to Lord Dorchester, this being 
the second Commission issued after the Treaty of 1783. It recited the Commission of 
22nd April, 1786, to the Governor-General (as Sir Guy Carleton), the Order in Council 
of 19th August, 1791, dividing “said Province of Quebec ” into separate Provinces, by a 
line therein specified: “the Province of Upper Carada to comprehend all such lands, 
territories and islands lying to the westward of the said line of division as were part of. 
our said Province of Quebec.” This form of expression shows that Quebec was supposed 
and intended to include all the territory belonging to England, and formerly known as 
Canada ; for it is not to be supposed that there was an intention so soon to give to the 
Province narrower bounds than were indicated by the Paper presented to Parliament, 
adopted afterwards by the King in Council, and declared by the Proclamation of Governor 
Clarke. The change of expression was probably suggested by taking note of the language | 
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of the Treaty of 1763, by which, while France ceded to England “Canada and all its 
dependencies,” the cession was subject to a limitation. The watershed ofthe Mississippi 
and Missouri had been the boundary line between Canada and Louisiana, and that part 
of Canada which was west of the Mississippi was reserved to France. So, by the Treaty 
of 1783, a further part of Canada was ceded by England to the United States. A descrip- 
tion, therefore, in 1791, of the Province of Quebec, or of Upper Canada, which would pur- 
port to give to the Province all “the country commonly called or known by the name of 
Canada,” would not have been correct. A form of expression was therefore substituted 
which was free from this difficulty. 

The subsequent Commissions to the Governors-General of Canada, up to and inelud- 
ing that of Lord Gosford in 1835, and the Imperial Commission to Mr. Caldwell as 
Receiver-General of Lower Canada, assigned the same line of division between Upper and 
Lower Canada. 

In the seven subsequent Commissions, from the Commission to the Earl of Durham, 
30th March, 1838, to the Commission to Lord Elgin, Ist October, 1846, inclusive, and 
also in the two Commissions to Sir John Colborne and the Right Honourable Charles 
Poulett Thomson, as Captains-General and Governors-in-Chief of Upper Canada, dated 
the 13th December, 1838, and 6th September, 1839, respectively, the line of division 
between Upper and Lower Canada is stated to reach the shore of Hudson’s Bay “by a 
line drawn due north from the head of said lake [Temiscaming], until it strikes the shore 
of Hudson’s Bay.” The expression “shore of Hudson’s Bay” obviously has the same 
signification as ‘‘ boundary line of Hudson’s Bay,” but if the latter expression could be 
supposed to refer to some line south of the shore, the subsequent Commissions must be 
taken as having extended the boundary to the shore. These two Commissions trace the 
western boundary into Lake Superior, and no further, saying nothing of the line thence 
westerly or northerly ; but of course nobody has ever supposed that the southerly boun- 
dary of the Province terminated as soon as Lake Superior was reached. 

_ [The Commissions subsequent to Lord Elgin’s contain no boundary line descriptions. 
The other Commissions to the Lieutenant-Governors of Upper Uanada which have been 
examined, either do not give the boundaries of Upper Canada, or give them partially 
only, and in such a manner as throws no light on the present question. So also the Com- 
missions after the union do not give the western boundary of the Province of Canada. 
The Act of Union, 1840, does not specify the boundaries of the Province of Canada 
thereby created, but describes the new Province of Canada as constituted of the former 
Provinces of Upper and Lower Canada. | 

Now the Province of Upper Canada, from a period long antecedent to its union with 
Lower Canada, and the Province of Canada afterwards, acted, whenever there was occa- 
sion, on the assumption that the boundaries of the Province were those assigned by the 
Royal Commissions. Thus: 

(1.) The Province of Upper Canada is known to have been in the habit, since, at all 
events, 1818, of issuing writs into the territory west of the line of 89° 92’, 

(2.) In 1850, the Province of Canada, with the sanction of the Imperial authorities, 
entered into a treaty with the Indians, and procured from them the surrender of the 
rights of the Indians in the territory as far west as Pigeon River. This territory, it may 
be observed, is south of the height of land, and was never claimed by the Hudson’s Bay 
Company, though it is now claimed on behalf of the Dominion. 

(3.) From the year 1853, the Province of Canada, continuously, and without objec- 
tion from any quarter, made grants of lands, in the Queen’s name, in this territory, and 
west of the proposed line of the Dominion. Between 1853’and Confederation, no less a 
quantity than 35,059 acres had thus been granted west of that line. Numerous mining 
licenses in the same territory were granted in like manner, commencing with the year 
1854, the territory embraced in them extending to Pigeon River. 

(4.) In 1868 the Government of the Dominion appropriated $20,000 towards the 
construction of a road from the Lake of the Woods to Fort Garry, on Red River; and 
the money was spent accordingly. 

So far as relates to Ontario’s western boundary, it is unnecessary to consider for the 
present purpose the argument as to the Hudson’s Bay Company owning this territory ; 
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because the extension of the southerly boundary to the west is not, either by the Statute, 
or by the subsequent acts of the Crown, made to depend on the Company’s having or not 
having the territory to which the western extension of the southerly boundary would 
bring us; and the Crown of course had the power to include part of the territory of the 
Company, if such was the Royal will. But the fact that this western territory had been 
discovered, explored, traded with, occupied and taken possession of by the French before’ 
the Treaty of Cession, adds strength to Ontario’s claim, even in respect of the western 
boundary. é 

The decisions of a Lower Canadian Court, in 1818, in the cases of DeReinhard and 
and McLellan, have been cited in favour of the line drawn due north from the confluence 
of the Ohio and Mississippi, and stated in the evidence in that case to be 88° 50’ or 88° 
58’. The principal evidence, however, on which a different conclusion is based, was not 
before the Court, or referred to, in those cases ; and it is said also that the prisoner De 
Reinhard was pardoned (though clearly guilty of murder), and that the reason of his: 
pardon was, that (notwithstanding the supposed decision of the Court to the contrary) the 
place of committing the murder was within Upper Canada, and, therefore, not within the 
jurisdiction of the Court under the Statute 43 Geo. IIL, ¢ 138, on the authority of which. 
the Court was acting.* 

In view of all these considerations, it is apparent that if there is any difficulty, on. 
the westerly side of the Province, it is as respects the territory west of Lake of the. 
Woods. Is the western line further west than this Lake? Is the point of commence- 
ment the point on the first tributary of the Mississippi which a line due west from the. 
most north-western point of the Lake of the Woods strikes? Or does the western limit 
extend to the Rocky Mountains ? 

Then as to the Northern boundary : ) 

It has been already stated that the Quebec Act, and such of the Royal Commissions. 
to the Governors, previous to 1838, as mention the Northern boundary, specify for that. 
purpose the southerly boundary of the territory granted to the Hudson’s Bay Company ; _ 
and the principal difficulty here is, that the southerly boundary of this territory has always, 
been an unascertained line. J 

The claim of the Dominion is that the boundary is the Height of Land already 
described. It is submitted, for the following among other reasons, that the Height of Land 
is not our northern boundary : 4 

(1.) Because the easterly and westerly Jines assigned to the Province by the Royal 
Comunissions, cut through and go north of the Height of Land; and the Commission _ 
issued in 1791, and such of the subsequent Commissions as mention the northerly boun-_ 
dary, thereby declared in effect that the southerly boundary of the Company’s territory ) 
was not south of those points, viz.: the south shore of Hudson’s Bay (there called James’ | 
Bay), and the most north-western point of the Lake of the Woods ; and was north of the 
Height of Land. } 

(2.) Because the Height of Land was not claimed or suggested by the Company as. 
being the intention of the Charter, or as being the measure of the Company’s just rights, : 
until nearly a century and a half after the date of the Charter. This fact is a practical, 
contemporaneous exposition of the Statute by the Company themselves against their _ 
recent claim, and, having been continued for 150 years, is, without other evidence, con- 
clusive. ob 


* [Notwithstanding this decision, an opposite view appears to have been taken by the Upper Canada. 
judges. (See paper by Chief Justice Powell, dated 1st May, 1819, in ‘‘ Papers relating to the Red River 
Settlement, 1815-1819,” being a Return made to the British House of Commons, printed in its Sessional 
Papers of 1819, vol. 18, p. 285.) His Lordship considered Upper Canada, as he said, ‘‘to comprehend all 
the country conquered from France under the name of Canada, which had not been relinquished to the > 
United States of America, or secured to the Hudson’s Bay Company, or designated as Lower Canada.” 

It may be added, that in the papers embraced in the same Return, Fort William (which lies west of the 
due north line) andthe surrounding section are treated throughout as being within the Western District of ~ 
Upper Canada. The Governor-General so refers to it in his letters, pp. 57, 94. The Hon. John Beverley. 
Robinson, then Attorney-General of Upper Canada, treats it in the same way, pp. 281, 284. 

It also appears from the same Return that the Deputy Sheriff of the Western District, as such, attempted 
to arrest Lord Selkirk at Fort William, and failing in the attempt, endeavoured afterwards to execute his — 
warrant still further west, viz., at the Red River Settlement.—G,. E. L.] 
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(3.) Because the alleged rule, that the discovery and possession of the shore of a new 
country give a right to the rivers and the land adjoining the same, ifa recognized rule 
now, was not such at the time of this Charter being granted, and ought not to govern its 
interpretation. The rule is said to be founded on reason and necessity ; but there is no 
Just reason or necessity for applying such a rule in the case of a river nearly 3,000 miles 
long. 

(4.) Because the French, from the beginning of the seventeenth century, were int 
possession of the territory to the south of the lands watered by the rivers flowing into 
Hudson’s Bay, and were extending their explorations and settlements to the head waters 
of the rivers flowing into Hudson’s Bay, and to the interior of the country. There is no 
sound reason to sustain a rule for giving to the discoverers of the Bay into which these 
rivers flow, a right to stop such explorations and settlements, in favour of discoverers (if 
the English were such) who did not choose to occupy the interior of the country. The 
rule as to rights to unoccupied contiguous territory is in such case more than sufficient 
to outweigh the supposed rule as to the Height of Land. 

(5.) Because the ground of the recent claim is that the English were the first dis- 


of Land ; while the fact is, that it is impossible to say with certainty who were the first 
discoverers, nor was the alleged discovery by the English followed by possession. ‘The 
voyage of Cabot, when he entered the Bay, is said to have been in 1517; and no sort of 
possession of any part of the Bay by the English before 1667 is pretended ; being an 
interval of 150 years. Gilham is said to have built, in 1667, Fort Charles (Rupert), 
which was on the east side of the Bay. In the meantime the Bay had become known to 
the world ; persons acting under the authority of the French Government had repeatedly 
visited it ; had taken possession in the French King’s name, and set up the Royal Arms 
there ; the French had established posts at convenient points for trade with the Indians, 
and had secured and were enjoying the whole trade with the Indians around the Bay. 
In 1627, the King gave to the Company of New France the right of trade to an exten- 
sive territory—including Hudson’s Bay—both along the coasts and into the interior. 
Under such circumstances, the rule invoked by the Dominion has no application. 

What then is to be regarded as the southerly boundary of the territory of the 
Company ? 

The language of the Charter, by reason of its ambiguity, affords no assistance in this 
enquiry. The validity of the Charter has always been questioned on the ground of its 
ambiguity, as well as for other reasons. Some legal opinions have indeed been given in 
favour of the validity of the Charter as respects the whole territory to the Height of 
Land claimed in recent times by the Company ; but these opinions were based upon the 
Company’s statement that they had “always claimed and exercised dominion, as absolute 
proprietors of the soil, in the territory understood to be embraced by the terms of the 
grant.” 

(1.) Assuming, however, that the northern boundary is, on one side, the shore of 
Hudson’s Bay, say between 51° and 52° of latitude, and on the other at least as far north 
as the most north-western point of the Lake of the Woods, say latitude 49° 23’ 55” ; if 
these points were in the Hudson’s Bay territory, the northern boundary would be a line 
drawn from one of these points to the other. We claim that our boundary is farther 
north than this, but it cannot be south of it. 

Are these points in what was the territory of the Company? And is the Provincial 
boundary therefore no further north ? 

(2.) If by reason of the Charter being so old, and having been acted upon in some 
sort, and of its validity to some extent being implied in certain statutory references to 
the Company, the instrument cannot be treated as absolutely void, it must, as regards its 
sonstruction and operation, on well-known and well-settled principles, be interprete< 
nost strongly against the Company, and in favour of the Crown. The object of giving 
she Charter was to encourage discoveries by the Company ; and the validity or operation 
o£ the instrument is to the extent only of giving to the Company whatever of the unknown 
ervitory the Company, within a moderate and reasonable time, should occupy ; and all 
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that the Company could be entitled to was what the Company had, in this manuer, — 


acquired for themselves and for the Crown, previous to the cession of Canada in 1763 by 
France to England ; or whatever, previous to that time, the Company had been in pos- 
session or enjoyment of as their own with the concurrence of the Crown. I 

(3.) The Company were certainly not entitled to any of the territory which France 
owned at the time of the cession, and ceded to England ; for it 1s preposterous to sup-- 


pose that the Charter intended to grant, and did effectually grant, to the Company, as” 


against the world, all the territory southerly and westerly of the Bay to the then unknown ~ 
Height of Land (unknown to the Crown and to the Company), though such territory — 
should be, as it was, to the extent of unknown hundreds of thousands of square miles—a 
third of the continent ; that the Charter was intended to give, and did give, to the Com- 
pany, the right to shut up this enormous territory from the Crown and from all British 
subjects—and from other nations also—for all time ; that if the Company should do noth- 
ing to discover, settle or acquire it for a hundred years or more, nobody else could ; and 
that any portion of it which England should, a hundred years afterwards, acquire by 
war with another nation, and by employment of the resources of the whole Empire, in 
Europe as well as America,—accrued, when so acquired, and was intended to accrue, to” 
the Company, for their own private benefit. ‘ 

(4.) It is clear, and indeed has been repeatedly admitted by the Company them- 
selves, that until long after the date of the cession the Company had no possession of 
any part of the interior of the country, and that their possession was confined to certain: 
forts on the Bay and two factories not very distant. 

(5.) On the other hand, the Dominion Ministers truly affirmed in 1869, that ‘the 
evidence is abundant and conclusive to prove that the French traded over and possessed 
the whole of the country known as the Winnipeg Basin and ‘Fertile Belt’ from its dis- 
covery by Europeans down to the Treaty of Paris, and that the Hudson’s Bay Company 
neither traded nor established posts to the south or west of Lake Winnipeg until many 
years after the ession of Canada to England.” In fact, the Company’s first post—viz., 
Cumberland House, on Sturgeon Lake—in the vicinity of the region in question was. 
not built until 1774, and they did not establish any post within this tract of country 
before 1790. 7 

(6.) The following facts (amongst others) were judicially found by Judge Monk, in 
Connolly vs. Woolrich, with respect to the proceedings of the Freuch, before the Hud— 
son’s Bay Company’s Charter was granted. He showed that as early as 1605 Quebec had 
been established, and had become an important settlement ; that before 1630 the Beayer 
and several other companies had been organized at Quebec for carrying on the fur trade 
in the west, near and around the Great Lakes and in the North-West Territory ; that the 
enterprise and trading operations of these French companies, and of the French colonists” 
generally, extended over vast regions of the northern and north-western portions of the 
continent ; that they entered into treaties with the Indian tribes and nations, and carried _ 
on a lucrative and extensive fur trade with the natives ; that in the prosecution of their 
trade and other enterprises these adventurers evinced great energy, courage and persever- 
ance; that they had extended their hunting and trading operations to the Athabasca 
country (say 58° north latitude and 111° west longitude) ; that some portions of the 
Athabasca country had before 1640 been visited and traded in, and to some extent 
occupied by the French traders in Canada and their Beaver Company (which had been 
founded in 1629) ; that from 1640 to 1670 these discoveries and trading settlements had 
considerably increased in number and importance ; that Athabasca and other regions 
bordering upon it belonged to the Crown of France at that time, to the same extent and 
by the same means as the countries around Hudson’s Bay belonged to England, viz., by 
discovery, and by trading and hunting. a 

(7.) It may be added, that if the Athabasca country thus belonged to France at so 
early a period, so would the whole intermediate country between Athabasca and Hudson’s 
Bay on the west, and between the Athabasca country and the St. Lawrence on the | 
south. <n 

(8.) Between 1670 (the last date named by Judge Monk) and 1763 the French ° 
established posts or forts in that North-West Territory which they had previously ° 
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explored, and hunted over and traded with; namely, on Rainy Lake, the Lake of the 
Woods, Lake Winnipeg, Lake Manitoba, on the Winnipeg River, the Red River, the 
Assiniboine River, the River aux Biches, and the Saskatchewan, and so west to the 
Rocky Mountains, where Fort La Jonquiére was established by St. Pierre in 1752. All 
the lakes and rivers mentioned are connected by the Nelson River with Hudson’s Bay, 
and are in the territory which, in the following century, the Hudson’s Bay Company 
claimed under their Charter ; but confessedly they had constructed in it no post or settle- 
ment of any kind until long after 1763—their first post away from the Bay (other than 
the two factories already mentioned), having been established in 1774, It was not until 
1790 that they had any post in the Winnipeg Basin ; and they did not enter the valley 
of the Red River until long afterwards. 

(9.) France had also, on the northerly side of the dividing line, Fort Abbitibi, which 
was north of the Height of Land, and was built in 1686. It was situate at a considerable 
distance north of the Height of Land, and upon the lake of the same name, from which 
the River Monsippy flows into Hudson’s Bay. The French had also Fort St. Ger- 
main, on the Albany, which was built in 1684; and still higher up on the same river 
Fort La Maune, established about the same period ; and, to the east, Fort Nemiscau, on 
the lake of that name, situate on the River Rupert, midway between Lake Mistassin and 
the Bay ; this fort was built before 1695. Of none of these did the English Government 
or the Company ever complain. The French had also another fort on the Albany, being 
that mentioned in one of the memorials of the Company as having been built in 1715. 

(10.) The Company furnished certain maps for the purpose of the present arbitra- 
tion, two of which only seem of importance on either side. One of these two bears the 
Royal Arms and those of the Company, is of the date of 1748, and seems to have been 
prepared by the Company in view of the Parliamentary enquiry of that year, and for 
the purpose of showing the limits which the Company then claimed. The line which 
this map gives as the Company’s southern boundary is considerably north of the Height 
of Land, even as shown on this map ; for the line is therein made to cut Frenchman’s 
River—a river not named on this map, but corresponding with the Abbitibi River—and 
several other rivers shown on the map as flowing into the Hudson’s Bay. ‘The line 
runs to Lake Winnipeg (which is misplaced, being represented as due north of N epigon, 
its southern point in the latitude of Fort N elson), thence northerly along the easterly 
shore of Winnipeg, and thence northerly to Sir Thomas Smith’s Sound in Baffin’s Bay. 
The map thus demonstrates that the Company, at the time of its preparation, did not 
claim to the Height of Land, even as the same was then supposed to be situated, and did 
not claim Lake Winnipeg. 

The other of the two maps is Mitchell’s engraved map, described as published by the 
withor, February, 1755. This copy appears to have been much used and worn. There 
is On it an irregular line marked “ Bounds of Hudson’s Bay by the Treaty of Utrecht ;” 
ind this line may therefore be taken as showing the extent of the Company’s claim in 
1755, and long after. The line is about one-third of a degree north of the Lake of the Woods, 
and extends to the limit of the map in that direction, being about 98° of longitude. The 
territory south of this line is differently coloured from the territory north of it. 

It is evident that the Company have in their possession no maps which purport to 
give to them a larger territory than these maps do. Their claim to the height of land 
s the true intention of the Charter, and the true measure of their rights, so far from 
laving been always made, was not thought of by the Company until more than half a 
entury later, and was in effect negatived by the Crown in numerous Commissions to 
she Governors of the country. 

The maps produced show the extent of territory which the Company claimed prior 
10 the cession of 1763. ; 

It may be observed that on the occasions of the Treaties of Ryswick and Utrecht, 
he Company’s claims were expressed either in the terms of the Charter, or were 
imply to “the whole Bay and Straits of Hudson, and to the sole trade thereof.” It 
‘ufficiently appears, from the early documents which emanated from the Company, that 
his general claim to the whole Bay and Straits was a claim to the waters and shores 
mly, and to the exclusion of the French therefrom—the French haying been in pos- 
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session of forts on the Bay until after the Treaty of Utrecht, and the Treaty of Ryswick 
having in effect given them possession of all places on the Bay, except, it may be, Fort 
Bourbon } and that the Company’s object was the trade of the Bay, and not the occupa- 
tion or settlement of the country away from the shores of the Bay. 2 

Indeed, in 1700, the Company, notwithstanding this claim, were willing to accept 
the Albany River as their southern boundary on the west side, and Rupert River as their 
southern boundary on the east side of the Bay. In 1701-2 they were content even with 
East Main River, and proposed it as a boundary. But both proposals were rejected by 
the French as being far more than the Company had any right to demand. 

In 1711-12 the Company proposed a line to run from the Island of Grimington, or 
Cape Perdrix, on the Labrador coast, south-westerly to and through Lake Mistassin. 
This line did not extend beyond the south-west shore of the lake ; and though the Com- 
pany made a demand for the surrender of the forts on the shores of the Bay, yet they 
do not appear to have made at that time any proposal as to a line on the west or south 
side of the Bay. ‘ 

Thus the only claims and contests of 
margin of the Bay. % 

After the Treaty of Utrecht (1713), which gave to the British all lands, etc., “ on. 
the Bay and Straits, and which belong thereto,” the Company, on the 4th August, 1714, 
proposed, for the first time, that the Mistassin line should go south-westerly to 49° 
‘north latitude, . . . and that that latitude be the limit ;” but as to how far to the 
west this line of 49° was to be followed nothing is said. 3 

In 1719 and i750 the Company proposed the line of 49°, but both times the 
proposition was rejected by the French. This line would have given to the Company 
boundary greatly more limited than the boundary of the Height of Land, which began to 
be claimed three-quarters of a century later. w 

It has already been said that the Company could not take advantage of their Charter 
for the purpose of making any addition to their territory by exploration or settlement 
after the cession of 1763; but the practical result would be nearly the same if this 
right should be deemed to have ceased at a somewhat later date, viz., the date of the 
passing of the Quebec Act, 1774, or even the date of the Treaty of 1783. The Company 
made no further settlement between 1763 and 1783, except Cumberland House ; and it 
is doubtful whether its locality belongs to the Winnipeg or the Churchill system. Both 
the Act and the Treaty obviously require that the southern boundary should be deemed 
a fixed line, not liable to variation by the mere act of the Company. Oo 

These considerations are submitted as showing that the strict legal rights of the 
Company did not extend beyond their forts on the shores or in the neighbourhood of the 
Bay, and such adjacent territory as these forts may have commanded ; and that Ontario 
is entitled to have its northerly boundary line drawn accordingly. See 

Or, if the Company’s territory is to be considered as extending beyond the forts 
on the Bay and the immediately adjacent territory, their territory is not to be deemed 
south of the northern extremity of the dividing line between Upper and Lower Canada; 
or to exceed otherwise what England herself was entitled to under the Treaty of 
Utrecht, viz., the middle line between the forts and settlements of the English and 
French ; and further, is not to include a greater area than is shown on the maps furnished 
by the Company, in case the middle line would give them a larger territory than these 
maps claimed for the Company ; for the reference in the Statute of 1774 to the territory 
eranted to the Hudson’s Bay Company, cannot in any view be construed as referring 
2 more southerly line than the Company had theretofore claimed for themselves. ~~ | 

Or, if there is too much doubt as to the southern boundary of the Company's 
Territory to determine with precision where such boundary was, a northern boundary: 
should be assigned to the Province which would give to the Province the full territory 
which the Commissions to the Governors definitely provided for, and, in addition, such 
further territory to the north as may be just and reasonable. 


the Company at this period. were about the 


O. Mowat, Z 
Attorney-General of Ontarr. 
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE OF THE GOVERNMENT OF THE DOMINION 
OF CANADA REGARDING THE BOUNDARIES OF THE PROVINCE 
OF ONTARIO. 


PREPARED BY HucgH MacManon, Q.C., CounseL ror THE DoMINION.* 


ABBREVIATIONS. 


*“Onr. Doors.”—Statutes, Documents and Papers respecting the northern and western boundaries of 
Ontario, compiled by direction of the Government of Ontario. 


*Miiis.”—Revised Report for the purpose of the arbitration between the Dominion of Canada and 
Province of Ontario, by David Mills, Esq., M.P. 


_ Papers Reiatinc to H. B. Co. Presented 10 Housk or Commons.”—Papers presented by command 
of Her Majesty to the House of Commons, in pursuance of an address respecting the territory, trade, taxa- 
tion and government claimed or exercised by the Hndson’s Bay Company. (Ordered hy House of Commons 
to be printed, 12th July, 1850.) 


The limits assigned to the Province of Ontario by the British North America Act, 
1867, sec. 6, are such part of the Province of Canada as at the passage of the Act 
formerly constituted the Province of Upper Canada. 

The claim of the Dominion of Canada is, that the meridianal line drawn due north 
from the junction of the Ohio and Mississippi Rivers (ascertained to be 89° 9’ 27” west) 
forms the western boundary of Ontario, and that the land’s height of the northern 
water-shed of the St. Lawrence is the northern boundary. 

The Government of Ontario contend. that the western limit of that Province is the 
Rocky Mountains ; that the north-western limitary line lies north of the Saskatchewan ; 
and that the north-eastern line lies in the vicinity of Hudson’s Bay. (Mills, p, 1.) 

The claim of Ontario to extend the western limit of the Province to the Rocky 
Mountains rests, it is assumed, upon the supposed title of France to that country, as 
having been the first discoverers thereof. It was stated by M. de Calliéres, when writing 
to M. de Seignelay in 1685 (N. Y. His. Doc., Vol. IX., p. 265), that the French were 
the first to discover Hudson’s Bay, and that nation was therefore entitled to the whole 
country to the base of the Rocky Mountains; and the rule of international law on 
which this is claimed is thus stated by M. de Callicres: “It is a custom established and 
a right recognized by all Christian nations, that the first who discovers an unknown 
country, not inhabited by Europeans, and who plant in it the arms of their prince, 
secure the property thereof to that prince in whose name they have taken possession 
of it.” 

L’Escarbot, in 1617, stated that ‘‘ New France has for its limits on the western side 
the lands as far as the sea called the Pacific ; on this side the Tropic of Cancer ; on the 
south the islands of the Atlantic Sea, in the direction of Cuba and the island of Hes- 
paniola ; on the east by the Northern Sea, which bathes New France ; and on the north 
that land called ‘Unknown,’ towards the icy sea as far as the Arctic Pole.” (Ont. 
Docts., p. 53.) So that the whole of the north-western portion of the continent was 
claimed as belonging to France. 

It will be necessary briefly to show upon what these claims are founded, and then to 
consider if they have any value as bearing on the question to be decided by the arbitrators. 

In 1626, Louis XIII. granted to the Company of New France a charter which, it is 
asserted, included the whole of the country about Hudson’s Bay and west of it. 

The Indians from the vicinity of Hudson’s Bay came to Montreal to trade ; hence it 
is said there was no necessity for erecting forts and trading-posts. (Mills, p. 127.) 

It is stated that Jean Bourdon, the Attorney-General, in 1656, explored the entire 
coast of Labrador and entered Hudson’s Bay. 


* London, Ont., 1878; Report of Committee He. of Com., Can., 1880, pp. 237-255. 
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It appears that in the year 1656 there was an order of the Sovereign Council of 
Quebec authorizing Sieur Bourdon, its Attorney-General, to make a discovery thereof. 

There is no record whatever of his having attempted to make the discovery in the 
same year in which the order was passed by the Council.* There is a record, however, 
of his having made the attempt in the year following (1657), and he may then have 
designed carrying out the order.j He sailed on the 2nd day of May, and returned on 11th 
August, 1657 ; and it is not pretended that he could have made a voyage to Hudson’s 
Bay and return between these dates. (Journal des Jesuites, pp. 209-218.) As to the 
extent of this voyage there can be no doubt, as in the Rel. des Jesuites, Vol. III., Rel. 
1658, p. 9, it is thus reported :— 

. “Le 11 (Aout) parut la barque de Monsieur Bourdon lequel estant descendu sur 
le grand fleuve du Costé du Nord voyagea jusques ou 55 degré au il rencontra un grand 
bane de glace qui le fit remonter, aiant perdu deux Hurons qi'il avait pris pour guides. 
Les Esquimaux sauvages du Nord les massacrérent et blessérent un Francois de trois 
coups de fleches et d’un coup de couteau.” 

The Jesuits would have known if Jean Bourdon had entered the Straits of Hudson, 
and would have mentioned it in their Relations. On the contrary, they never mention 
it, and it is to be taken from that that the assertion that he ever entered Hudson’s Bay 
is a myth, because he was of the Province of Quebec, and was a man well known and 
trusted by the Jesuits, and went with Father Jogues on an embassy to Governor 
Dongan, of New York. . 

It is asserted that Father Dablon and Sieur de Valliere were in 1661 ordered by 
Sieur d’Argenson, Governor of Canada, to proceed to the country about Hudson’s Bay, 
and they went thither accordingly, and the Indians who then came back with them to 
Quebec declared that they had never seen any Europeans there before. 

In Shea’s Charlevoix, Vol. III., pp..39 and 40, it is stated that he (Father Dablon) 
attempted to penetrate to the Northern Ocean by ascending the Saguenay. Early in 
July, two months after they set out, they found themselves at the head of the Nekauba 
River, 300 miles from Lake St. John.{ They could not proceed any further, being warned 
by the approach of the Iroquois. 

Rev. Claude Dablon arrived in Canada in 1655, and was immediately sent missionary 
to Onondaga, where he continued, with a brief interval, until 1658. In 1661 he set out. 
overland for Hudson’s Bay, but succeeded in reaching only the head waters of the 
Nekauba, 300 miles from Lake St. John. (N.Y. His. Doc., Vol. IX., p. 97, note 2.—#d.) 

In the Rel. de Jesuites, Vol. IIT. (1661), p. 13, there is an account of this voyage, 
which is called “ Journal du premier voyage fait vers la mer dw Nord. (12 Aoitt, 
1661.)” The account is dated from the highest point they reached, Nekauba, 100 lieues 
de Tadousac, 2 Juillet, 1661 :— 

“1661, Juillet le 27, retournérent ceux qui estoient allés ou pretendoient aller a la 
mer du Nord au Kiristinons P. Dablon, etc.” (Journal du Jesuites, p. 300.) 

An assertion is made that some Indians came from about Hudson’s Bay to Quebec 


in 1663, and that Sieur la Couture with five men proceeded overland to the Bay, posses- 


sion whereof they took in the King’s name. 


*[The same authority quoted by Mr. MacMahon informs us that “‘as regards Hudson’s Bay, the 
French settled there in 1656,” and that the Sieur Bourdon ‘‘ went to the north of the said Bay, and took 
possession thereof in His Majesty’s name.” (The Sieur de Callitres, Governor of Montreal, and 
subsequently Governor-General of Canada, to the French Minister, the Marquis de Seignelay, in Book Arb. 
Docs. p. 109.) And there is the further statement that ‘‘in 1656, Jean Bourdon ran along the entire coast 
of Labrador with a vessel of thirty tons, entered and took possession of the North Bay. This is proved by 
an extract of the ancient Register of the Council of New France of the 26th of August of said year.” (The 
ee es de Denonville, Governor-General of Canada, to the Marquis de Seignelay, Book Arb. Does. p. 111.) 
The North Bay—Baie du Nord—a French name for Hudson’s Bay. By the term “‘ north of the said Bay,” 
is meant the northern part—probably Port Nelson.—G. E. L.] 

+[The contention on the part of Ontario is that this is the private record of a different voyage ina 
different year, and which, either because of its not having been directed to Hudson’s Bay, or in consequence 
of its failure if it was so directed, is not noticed in the official records or despatches.-—G.E.L.] 

¢[Charlevoix, who did not write until the next century, may not have been master of all.the facts. But 
even his account shows that Dablon met an immense concourse of the Indians of Hudson’s Bay, at their 
appointed place of rendezvous on the Height of Land.—G. E. L.] 


j 


FRENCH EXPEDITIONS TO HUDSON'S BAY, 1656-1672. 279 


There is no record of this voyage. No mention is made in Charlevoix or in the 
Relations of the Jesuits respecting Couture or his expedition.* 

Sieur Duquet, King’s Attorney for Quebec, and Jean L’Anglois, a Canadian colonist, 
are said to have gone to Hudson’s Bay in 1663 by order of Sieur D’Argenson, and 
renewed the act of taking possession by setting up the King’s arms there a second time. 

Viscount D’Argenson, who is stated by Mr. Mills at p. 129 of his Revised Report 
to have given the order to Duquet to proceed to Hudson’s Bay, left Canada on 16th 
September, 1661, two years prior to the giving of the order, which it is stated Sieur 
Duquet received.t (Shea’s Charlevoix, Vol. III., p. 65, note 5, and p. 17. N. Y. His. 
Docts., Vol. IX., p. 17). 

In 1666 or 1667, Radisson and des Grosellieres were roaming among the Assini- 
boines in the region of Lake Winnipeg, and were conducted by members of that tribe to 
the shores of Hudson’s Bay. (Mills, p. 8.) 

Father Albanel and Sieur St. Simon were, in November, 1671, sent by M. Talon to 
Hudson’s Bay, which they reached in 1672. 

In the Relations of the Jesuits, Albanel gives an account of his trip, and shows that 
the English Company were already in possession of Hudson’s Bay, having entered there: 
under their charter. 

It is quite apparent from the relation that no one had on behalf of France visited 
Hudson’s Bay prior to his visit in 1672. Father Albanel says :— 

“ Jusques icy on avoit estimé ce voyage impossible aux Francois, qui apres l’avoir 
entrepris déja par trois fois, et n’en ayant pi vaincre les obstacles, s’estoient veu obligez: 
de ’abandonner dans le desespoir du succez. Ce qui paroist impossible, se trouve aisé 
quand il plaist 4 Dieu. La conduite m’en estoit deué, apres dix-huit ans de poursuites 
que j’en avois faite, et j’avois des preuves assez sensibles que Dieu m’en reservoit l’execu- 
tion, aprés la faveur insigne d’une guerison soudaine et merveilleuse, pour ne point dire 
miraculeuse, que je receus dés que je me fus devoiié A cette mission, a la solicitation de 
mon Superieur.” (Rel. Jesuites, 1672, p. 56). 

Up to this time (1672) the Jesuits do not appear to have heard of any prior expedi- 
tion having reached Hudson’s Bay. } 

What is relied upon by the Province of Ontario as furnishing evidence of Father 
Dablon and Sieur Couture having visited Hudson’s Bay is a memoir of M. de Calliéres 
sent to the Marquis de Seignelay in 1684 (N. Y. His. Doc., Vol. TX, p. 268) ; and M. de 
Denonville, on 8th November, 1686, by a memoir sent to M. de Seignelay, appears to 
have copied the statement made by M. de Calliéres.§ (See Ibid. p. 304.) But in his letter 
which accompanied the memoir, M. de Denonville says: “ I annex to this letter a memoir 
of our rights to the entire of that country, of which our registers ought to be full, but 
no memorials of them are to be found.” (N. Y. His. Doc., Vol. [X., p. 297). M. de 
Denonville thereby admits that documentary evidence could not even at that time be 
adduced in support of these visits having been made to Hudson's Bay.|| 


*(The Marquis de Denonville reports of Couture’s journey to the shore of Hudson’s Bay: “‘In 
1663. . . Sieur D’Avaugour, then Governor, sent Sieur Couture thither with five others. Said Sieur 
Couture took possesssion anew of the head (fonds) of said Bay, whither he went overland, and there set up 
the King’s arms, engraved on copper. This is proved by Sieur D’Avaugour’s order of the 20th May, 1663, 
and the certificates of those who were sent there.” (Book of Arb. Does., pp. 111, 112.)—G. E. L.] 


+[The order of D’Argenson was renewed by his successor, D’Avaugour, as appears from de Callitres — 
““Tn the same year, 1663, Sieur Duquet, King’s Attorney to the Provété of Quebec, and Jean l’Anglois, a 
Canadian colonist, went thither again by order of the said Sieur D’Argenson and renewed the act of taking 
possession by setting up His Majesty’s arms there a second time. This is proved by the arrét of the said 
Sovereign Council of Quebec, and by the orders in writing of the said Sieurs d’Argenson and d’Avaugour.” 
(Book Arb. Docs., p. 109.)—G. E. L.] 


t[And yet the overland journey of the two Frenchmen, Radisson and Des Grosselliéres, who went to 
the shores of the Bay in 1666, is related above. We have also for it the authority of the English author 
Oldmixon. (Book of Arb. Docs., p. 280.)—G. E. L.] ‘ 


§ [There is no foundation for this conjecture. The two mémoires bear internal evidence that they were 
prepared independently one of the other.—G. E. L.] 


\\[This extract from the Marquis de Denonville has reference, not to Hudson’s Bay, but to the Country 
of the Iroquois, south of the St. Lawrence and Lake Ontario, of which he treated in the same mémoire. (See 
the full text in the N. Y. Hist. Docs.)—G. E. L.] 
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At the time that M. de Callitres and M. de Denonville wrote (in 1684 and 1686), it 
was most important to show, if possible, that Dablon and Couture had been at Hudson’s. 
Bay. The French, before that time, had driven the English from a number of their. 
forts ; and in March, 1686, Canadian troops were sent by Denonville, who surprised and 
captured Forts Albany, Hayes and Rupert, belonging to the Hudgon’s Bay Company ; 
and it therefore became necessary to show a colour of right for these proceedings, and 
these memoirs were prepared with that view.* 


ENnGLisu Discovery, 
L517. 
Sebastian Cabot, who sailed to Hudson’s Bay and Straits under a commission from 
Henry VII. of England, entered the Bay, which, in 1610, took the name of Hudson. 


This is admitted by Mr. Mills, pp. 122 and 123. (See Bacon’s History of Henry VIL, 
Hakluyt, Vol. ITI, pp. 25, 26 and 27.) 


1576, 1577 and 1578. 


_ Sir Martin Frobisher, it is said, made three voyages to Hudson’s Bay. He entered 
Hudson’s Bay in 1576, and gave the name to Frobisher’s Straits. (Milis, p. 123 ; Hak- 


luyt, Vol. IIL, pp. 55 to 95: Pinkerton’s Collection, Vol. XII., 490-521.) - 


§ 


1608-1610. 


According to the narrative of Prickett (who was with Hudson during the voyage), 


i 
4 


¥ 
‘ 


i, 


to be found in Harris’s Voyages, Vol. IL, pp. 243-4, Hudson sailed on 17th April,, 1610, » , 
reached the Bay now known as “ Hudgon’s” in J uly of that year and wintered in the 


Bay, and remained there until late in the summer of 1611. 


1611. 


It was desired to prosecute the discoveries made by Hudson, and in 1611 His Royal 


Highness Henry Prince of Wales was applied to by persons concerned in the project, 
and he resolved to send Captain Button, who penetrated to the Hudson’s Bay and sailed 


200 leagues to the north-west. He wintered there at Nelson River. (Harris, Vol. I, 


pp. 245-404.) 
1631. 


lt appears that the English nation had been trading with Greenland, and those 
trading finding that “ other nations were interfering with this trade” found themselves 


under a necessity of having recourse to the Crown for protection and assistance, as well 
for defending their fisheries as for prosecuting their discoveries, and they accordingly 
addressed themselves to King Charles I., who furnished them with a frigate called “The 
Charles,” under command of Captain Luke Fox, who sailed in the spring of 1631, in 
order to make discoveries towards the north-west. Captain Fox and Captain James met 
at Fort Nelson in August, 1631. 


_ Captain Thomas James undertook his voyage in 1631 for the satisfaction of Charles _ 
1, at the expense of the merchants of Bristol. The account of the voyage was written © 


by himself, and published in 1633. Captain James left England in May, and met Captain — 
Luke Fox on 29th August near Port Nelson. He wintered in Hudson’s Bay. (Harris’s © 
Travels, Vol. IL, pp. 407, 409 and 413.) ote 


1667 and 1668. 


“tS 


Des Groselliéres and Radisson (who it is supposed were Couwrewrs des bois) were ~~ 


roaming among the Assiniboines and were conducted by them to Hudson’s Bay. 


* [There is no authority for this suggestion, and the high character and position of these two Governors 
are opposed to it. Besides, these were confidential reports to the French Government, which have only 


fq 


at 
i 
Ly 


become public in our own day, and at the instance of the State of New York, whose early history they serve. - 


to illustrate. See a fuller reference to this matter in the argument of the Attorney-General of Ontario 
before the Arbitrators, post.--G. K. TJ 


ers : ee a 
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Des Groselliéres and Radisson went to Quebec for the purpose of inducing the mer- 
chants there to conduct trading vessels to Hudson’s Bay. The proposal was rejected, as 
the project was looked upon as chimerical by the Quebec merchants.* (Ont. Docts. p. 280.) 
(This does not accord with the pretensions of the French that Jean Bourdon had made a 
voyage there in 1656 or 1657.) 

Des Grosellitres was in London in 1667, and before going there had been in Boston 
and Paris in search of persons willing to fit out an expedition to explore Hudson’s Bay. 
He met with a favourable reception, and the London merchants employed Z. Gillam, a 
person long used to the New England trade, to perfect this discovery. Gillam sailed in 
the “ Nonsuch ” in 1667, and on his arrival built Fort Charles, said to have been the 
first fort erected in the Bay,+ and upon his return those engaged in the enterprise applied 
to Charles II. for a patent, which was issued on 2nd May, 1670, to Prince Rupert and 
others. (Harris’s Voyages, Vol. II., p. 286.) 


1669. 


Captain Newland was sent out in 1669 by the same parties who in 1667 sent out Z. 
Gillam. 

As far as the Hudson’s Bay Territory is concerned, the English were first, both as to 
discovery and occupation. So long as the English were not there, the Indians came to 
Montreal and Quebec, and the French derived the benefit of the trade, which was all that 
was required, and they could then afford to treat as chimerical the statements of Radisson 
and Des Groselli¢res that Hudson’s Bay could be reached with ships.* But once the 
English occupied the territory, erected forts and created settlements, whereby the French 
fur trade was cut off from the west and north, then it became necessary for them to claim 
title by discovery. Hence the memoir of M. de Callires to M. Seignelay, which is shown 
cannot be relied upon, and which De Denonville says there are no memorials to support. } 

If possession is to form a claim to the country, the evidence that the English first 
made a settlement and thus took possession is of the clearest character, for it is not 
seriously pretended that any actual possession was taken nor any settlement made until 
Gillam went to Hudson’s Bay and built Fort Charles in 1667.8 

What, then, did England obtain by taking possession and making a settlement for 
the purpose of occupancy by building the numerous forts on Hudson’s Bay, in the year 
1667 and during subsequent years? According to Vattel, Book I., Chap. 18, Sect. 207, 
“ Navigators going on voyages of discovery furnished with a commission from their 
Sovereign, and meeting with islands or other lands in a desert state, have taken 
possession of them in the name of their nation ; and this title has been usually respected, 
provided it was soon after followed by real possession.” 

“When a nation takes possession of a country, with a view to settle there, it takes 
possession of everything included in it, as lands, lakes, rivers, etc.” (Jbid., Chap. 22, 
Sect. 226.) 

“‘In the negotiations between Spain and the United States respecting the western 
boundary of Louisiana, the latter country laid down with accuracy and clearness certain 
propositions of law upon this subject, and which fortify the opinion advanced in the fore- 
going paragraphs. ‘The principles (America said on this occasion) which are applicable 
10 the case are such as are dictated by reason and have been adopted in practice by 


Es ene sole authority for this statement is Oldmixon, an English author who wrote in the next century 
after the event, and wrote in the interest of the Hudson’s Bay Company and from materials partly furnished by 
she Company (see Book Arb. Docs., pp. 279, 280) ; and it is repeated in Harris’s Voyages, an English com- 
pilation. The real reasons for the rejection of the proposal were that the French had already command of 
she trade by the overland channels, and that neither the merchants nor any one could engage in the trade 
vithout the License of the Governor, whose policy was to bring the trade to the posts of the St. Lawrence. — 
a. EB. L: 


+(This was a temporary establishment, abandoned on Gillam’s departure.—G. E. L.] 
[See the answer to these statements in the preceding notes to this paper.—G. EH. L.] 


§[The French had the undisputed dominion and the enjoyment of the whole trade of the Hudson’s Bay 
ountry secured to them by their posts and operations on the St. Lawrence and the Height of Land, and, 
heréfore, had not found it necessary, in the absence of all adverse claims, to build any permanent establish- 
nents on the shores of the Bay.—G. E. L.] 
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European Powers in the discoveries and acquisitions which they have respectively made 
in the New World. They are few, simple, intelligible, and, at the same time, founded in 
strict justice. The first of these is, that when any European nation takes possession of 
any extent of sea coast, that possession is understood as extending into the interior 
country to the sources of the rivers emptying within that coast, to.all their branches, and 
the country they cover, and to give it a right, in exclusion of all other nations, to the 
same. (See Memoire de ]’Amérique, p. 116.) It is evident that some rule or principle — 
must govern the rights of European Powers in regard to each other in all such cases; and 
it is certain that none can be adopted, in those to which it applies, more reasonable or 
just than the present one. Many weighty considerations, show the propriety of it. 
Nature seems to have destined a range of territory, so described, for the same society ; to 
have connected its several parts together by the ties of a common interest; and to have 
detached them from others. If this principle is departed from, it must be by attaching to 
such discovery and possession a more enlarged or contracted scope of acquisition ; but a 
slight attention to the subject will demonstrate the absurdity of either. The latter 
would be to restrict the rights of an European Power who discovered and took possession 
of a new country to the spot on which its troops or settlement rested—a doctrine which 
has been totally disclaimed by all the Powers who made discoveries and acquired 
possessions in America.’ (Phillimore’s Internat. Law, 2nd ed., Vol. L., pp. 277-8-9.) 

Sir Travers Twiss, in his discussion on the Oregon question, at page 300, states that 
‘Great Britain never considered her right of occupancy up to the Rocky Mountains to 
rest upon the fact of her having established factories on the shores of the Bay of Hudson, 
i.e. upon her title by mere settlement, but upon her title by discovery, confirmed by settle- 
ments in which the French nation, her only civilized neighbour, acquiesced,* and which 
they subsequently recognized by treaty.” 

The British nation, therefore, acquired, by discovery and by settlements made on 
Hudson’s Bay, the possession of the country extending into the interior to the sources of 
the rivers emptying within that coast, which would include the Saskatchewan and English 
Rivers to the west, having their sources at the foot of the Rocky Mountains, and extend- 
ing south and east to the sources of all the rivers flowing into James’ Bay. 

The law entitling England to this has been stated not only by Vattel, but has been 
adopted as correct by the United States, and is recognized by the highest authorities on 
International Law in England—Dr. Twiss and Dr. Phillimore—as being the correct 
principle to apply in such cases. t 

If England acquired the territory claimed within the limits stated, it may for some 
purposes be necessary to consider what the Hudson’s Bay Company took under their 
Charter. The Charter will be found in Ont. Docts., pp. 29-37, and at p. 33 will be found 
what the King grants to the Hudson’s Bay Co. under the name of “ Rupert’s Land.” 
First is granted the sole trade and commerce of all those seas, bays, lakes, rivers, — 
creeks, etc. Then the Company are created the absolute lords and proprietors of the same 
territory, limits and places, ete., etc., in free and common soccage,” with power to erect 
colomes and plantations, ete. 

The Charter is very wide ; and although it appears to have been conceded by the 
leading counsel in England (Ont. Docts., pp. 193 to 202) whose opinions were obtained 
that the Charter granting a monoply to the Company to trade may have been void because 
not sanctioned by Parliament, yet that the territorial grant is valid, and the only 
difference in the opinions appears to be to the extent of territory covered by the grant. 

In 1849, on an address of the House of Commons praying that Her Majesty would 
be graciously pleased to direct that means be taken to ascertain the legality of the powers 


* (The now inown facts are that the French did not acquiesce, but always protested, and backed their 
protest by force of arms,—G, KE. L.] : 


+[{In applying these principles to the present case, Mr. MacMahon ignores the adverse possession of 
France—a possession by discovery, by contiguity, by the submission and consent of the natives, by being in 
the sole enjoyment of the trade—a possession de facto of, at all events, the sources of the rivers and the 
whole interior. To such a case the principles referred to have no application. (See the Argument of the 
Attorney-General on this point before the Arbitrators, post.) As to the Nelson River, the outlet of the 
waters of Lake Winnipeg, the first fixed settlement upon it was that of the French.—G. E. L.] 
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in respect to TERRITORY, TRADE, TAXATION, and GOVERNMENT, which are, or have been, 
claimed by the Hudson’s Bay Company, the Directors of the Company were requested to 
render their assistance in complying with the address of the House of Commons, which 
they did on the 13th of September, 1849, by enclosing to Earl Grey a statement as to 
their Ricuts as to TErrITorY, TRADE, ETC., which will be found in full in Ont. Docts., 
pp. 288-9 and 290. 

Annexed to this statement was a map showing the territory claimed by the Company 
as included within their Charter ; and a copy of this map was likewise produced in 1857 
to the Select Committee of the House of Commons, and is attached to the Report of that 
Committee. This map shows that on the south the Company claimed to the land’s height, 
and on the west to the foot of the Rocky Mountains. 

On 30th Oct., 1849, Earl Grey enclosed to the then law officers of the Crown the 
statement and map furnished by the Company, requesting an opinion as to the rights of 
the Company. 

The opinion furnished is as follows :— 


(Copy of a Letter from Sir John Jervis and Sir John Romilly to Earl Grey.) 
TemMPLE, January, 1850. 


My Lorp,—We were honoured with your Lordship’s commands contained in Mr. 
Hawes’s letter of the 30th October last, in which he stated that he was directed by your 
Lordship to transmit to us the copy of a Resolution of the House of Commons, that an 
Address be presented to Her Majesty, praying that measures may be taken for ascertain- 
ing the legality of the powers which are claimed or exercised by the Hudson’s Bay 
Company on the Continent of North America. 

Mr. Hawes then stated that he was to enclose the copy of a letter from the Chairman 
of the Hudson’s Bay Company, together with a statement and map, prepared under his 
direction, of the territories claimed by the Company in virtue of the Charter granted to 
them by King Charles the Second. 

Mr. Hawes also sent the copy of a letter, dated the 30th September last, from Mr. 
A. K. Isbister, inquiring in what mode Her Majesty’s Government intend to give effect 
to the Resolution of the House of Commons, and whether, in the event of any reference 
to a judicial tribunal, it will be necessary for the parties interested to appear by counsel 
or otherwise, or to furnish evidence, and, if so, of what nature. 

Mr. Hawes concluded by stating that your Lordship requested that we would take 
these papers into our early consideration, and inform you whether we are of opinion that 
the rights claimed by the Company do properly belong to them. In the event of our 
entertaining a doubt on any point raised in these papers, Mr. Hawes was to request that 
we would advise your Lordship in what manner the opinion of a competent tribunal can 
be obtained on the subject. 

In obedience to your Lordship’s command, we have taken these papers into our 
consideration, and have the honour to report that, having regard to the powers in respect 
to territory, trade, taxation, and government, claimed by the Hudson’s Bay Company in 
the statements furnished to your Lordship by the Chairman of that Company, we are of 
opinion that the rights so claimed by the Company do properly belong to them. 

Upon this subject we entertain no doubt ; but as it will be more satisfactory to the 
complainants against the Company, to the promoters of the discussion in the House of 
Commons, and possibly to the Company themselves, if the questions are publicly argued 
and solemnly decided, we humbly advise your Lordship to refer these questions to a 
competent tribunal for consideration and decision, and to inform Mr. Isbister that he 
may appear as complainant, and the Company that they may be heard as respondents 
upon the argument. The proper mode of raising the question for discussion will, we 
presume, be for Mr. Isbister, or some other person, to embody in a Petition to Her Majesty 
the complaints urged against the Hudson’s Bay Company ; and such a Petition may be 
referred by Her Majesty either to the Judiciary Committee, under the 4th section of the 
Statute 3 and 4 William IV. c. 41, or to the Committee of Trade, as involving questions 
within their jurisdiction. The Judicial Committee, from its constitution, is the best 
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fitted for the discussion of a case of this description, and we recommend that to that 
tribunal the proposed Petition should be referred. 

(Papers relating to H. B. Co., presented to House of Commons, pp. 7-8.) 

On 6th June, 1850, Earl Grey caused to be sent to Sir John Pelly a letter, from 
which the following extracts are taken :— 


(Extract of a Letter from B. Hawes, Lsq., to Sir John Pelly, Bart., dated Downing 
Street, 6th June, 1850.) 


“With reference to your observation, that ‘it would be of the utmost importance 
it the decision of the Privy Council on the rights and privileges of the Company were 
sent to Hudson’s Bay by one of the ships appointed to sail on the 8th instant,’ I am to 
remind you that the proceedings for the purpose of giving effect to the Resolution of the 
House of Commons of 5th July, 1849, have not led to any reference to the Privy 
Council, and that the question raised in that Resolution stands in the following position :— 

“Steps having been taken, as you are aware, to obtain from the Hudson’s Bay 
Company a statement of its claims, that statement was duly submitted to Her Majesty’s 
law advisers, and Her Majesty’s Government received from them a report that the 
claims of the Company were well founded. It was observed in that report that, with a 
view to the fuller satisfaction of the House of Commons, and the parties interested, it 
would be advisable to refer the inquiry to a competent tribunal, and that the proper 
method of raising a discussion upon it would be for some person to address a Petition to 
Her Majesty, which Petition might then be referred either to the Judicial Committee or 
the Committee of Privy Council for Trade and Plantations. 

‘Such a Petition was, therefore, essential to the complete prosecution of the inquiry. 
Lord Grey accordingly gave to certain parties in this country, who had taken an interest 
in the condition of the inhabitants of the Hudson’s Bay Company’s Territories, and had 
questioned the validity of the Company’s Charter, an opportunity to prefer the necessary 
Petition if they were so disposed ; but, for reasons which it is unnecessary to repeat, 
they respectively declined to do so. Lord Grey having, therefore, on behalf of Her 
Majesty’s Government, adopted the most effectual means open to him for answering the 
requirements of the address, has been obliged, in the absence of any parties prepared to 
contest the rights claimed by the Company, to assume the opinion of the law officers of 
the Crown in their favour to be well founded.” 

(Papers relating to H. B. Co., presented to House of Commons, p-. 15.) 

The law officers of the Crown—Sir Richard Bethell, Attorney-General, and Sir 
Henry 8. Keating, Solicitor-General—gave an opinion in 1857 (Ont. Docts., pp. 200-1), 
“That the validity and construction of the Hudson’s Bay Company’s Charter cannot be 
considered apart from the enjoyment which has been had under it during nearly two 
centuries, and the recognition made of the rights of the Company in various Acts both 
of the Government and the Legislature. 

“We beg leave to state, in answer to the questions submitted to us, that in our 
opinion the Crown could not now with justice raise the question of the general validity 
of the Charter ; but that, on every legal principle, the Company’s territorial ownership 
of the lands and the rights necessarily incidental thereto (as, for example, the right of 
excluding from their territory persons acting in violation of their regulations) ought to 
be deemed to be valid. 

“The remaining subject for consideration is the question of the geographical extent 
of the territory granted by the Charter, and whether its boundaries can in any and what 
manner be ascertained. In the case of grants of considerable age, such as this Charter, 
when the words, as is often the case, are indefinite and ambiguous, the rule is that they 
are construed by usage and enjoyment, including in these latter terms the assertion of 
ownership by the Company on important public occasions, such as the Treaties of Ryswick 
and Utrecht, and again in 1750.” 4 

Now, what were the Hudson’s Bay Company claiming as their territorial rights at 
the time of the Treaty of Ryswick (1697) and after the Treaty of Utrecht (1713), and 
also in 1750? 
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By the 7th and 8th Articles of the Treaty of Ryswick, certain things were to be 
done—(1) the Treaty was to be ratified, and (2) after the ratification Commissioners 
were to be appointed who were “to examine and determine the rights and pretensions 
which either of the said Kings had to the places situate in Hudson’s Bay.”* (Ont. Docts., 
pp. 15 and 16.) And although Commissioners were appointed, and although claims 
were at different times advanced by the Hudson’s Bay Company (as will presently be 
stated), nothing was done by the Commissioners to determine such rights and pretensions. 
. “After the Commissioners have determined those differences and disputes, the 
Articles the said Commissioners shall agree to shall be ratified by both Kings, and shall 
have the same force and vigour as if they were inserted word for word in the present 
Treaty.” (Treaty of Ryswick, Art. 8, Chalmers’ Treaties, Vol. I., p. 335.) 

The English and French Governments went on negotiating, under the Treaty, until 
1702, when the war of succession broke out and all negotiations were at an end. 

It has been stated, and urged as a ground against the later pretensions of the 
Hudson’s Bay Co., that in July, 1700, they were willing to contract their limits. While 
willing to do this for the purpose of effecting a settlement, and only on condition of their 
not being able to obtain ‘‘the whole Straits and Bay which of right belongs to them.” 
(Ont. Docts., p. 123.) 

Nothing was done under this, and the Hudson’s Bay Co. were again addressed by 
the Lords of Trade and Plantations in January, 1701, when they again insist on their 
rights to the whole Bay and Straits, but are willing to forego their rights to a certain 
- extent if by that means they can secure a settlement. ‘ But should the French refuse 
the limits now proposed by the Company, the Company think themselves not bound by 
this, or any former concessions of the like nature, but must, as they have always done, 
insist upon their prior and undoubted right to the whole Bay and Straits of Hudson 
which the French never yet would strictly dispute, or suffer to be examined into (as 
knowing the weakness of their claim), though the first step in the said Article of Ryswick 
directs the doing of it.” (Ont. Docts., pp. 124-5.) 

In May, 1709, the Company were requested by the Lords of Trade and Plantations 
to send an account of the encroachments of the French on Her Majesty’s Dominion in 
America within the limits of the Company’s Charter; to which the Company replied, 
setting forth their right and title, and praying restitution. (Mills, pp. 152-3.) 

A further petition was sent by the Hudson’s Bay Company to the Queen in 1711. 
(Ont. Docts., pp. 126-7.) 

Nothing was done by the Commissioners towards the determination of the differences 
and disputes up to the time when Count de Torcy, on behalf of France, made a proposi- 
tion, in April, 1711, with a view of bringing about a general peace between England and 
France ; and while these negotiations were in progress, and on 7th February, 1712, the 
Hudson’s Bay Co. set forth what they desired shouid be stipulated for them at the 
ensuing treaty of peace. (Ont. Docts., pp. 128-9.) 

For reasons thought very cogent, it is not supposed the question of post liminy will 
require much, if any, consideration ; but as no point should be overlooked which ought, 
or even might, be considered in the case, the subject is therefore shortly considered. 

‘Vattel, Book III., cap. 14, sec. 20, defines the right of post liminy to be “that in 
virtue of which persons and things taken by the enemy are restored to their former estate 
on coming again into the power of the nation to which they belonged.” 

“The Sovereign is bound to protect the persons and property of his subjects, and to 
defend them against the enemy. When, therefore, a subject, or any part of his property, 
has fallen into the enemy’s possession, should any fortunate event bring them back again 
into the Sovereign’s power, it is undoubtedly his duty to restore them to their former con- 
dition—to re-establish the persons in all their rights and obligations—to give back the 
effects to the owners—in a word, to replace everything on the same footing on which it 
stood previous to the enemy’s capture. (/bid., sec. 205.) 

“«¢ Provinces, towns and lands, which the enemy restores by the treaty of peace, are 


* [But certain places previously taken by the French were in any event to remain to them under the 
express terms of the 8th Article of the Treaty.—G. KE. L.] 
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certainly entitled to the right of post iminium ,; for the Sovereign, in whatever manner 
he recovers them, is bound to restore them to their former condition as soon as he regains _ 
possession of them. (Lbid., sec. 205.) The enemy, in giving back a town at the peace, 
renounces the right he had acquired by arms. It is just the same as if he had never taken 
it; and the transaction furnishes no reason which can justify the Sovereign in refusing to _ 
reinstate such town in the possession of all her rights, and to restore her to her former 
condition.” (/bid., sec. 214.) 

It is submitted, however, that, as between the Dominion and Province of Ontario, 
the question whether the Hudson’s Bay Company were entitled to demand the right of 
post limaniwm is of no consequence whatever.* 

The late Chief Justice Draper, when acting as agent for the Province of Canada, 
delivered to the House of Commons Committee, on the 28th of May, 1857, a paper rela- 
tive to the boundaries, wherein it is stated ; 

“The 8th article of the Treaty of Ryswick shows that the French at that time set 
up a claim of right to Hudson’s Bay, though that claim was abandoned at the peace of 
Utrecht, and was never set up afterwards.”+ (Ont. Docts., p. 240.) 

Lord Dartmouth’s letter of the 27th May, 1713 (Ont. Docts., p. 129), enclosing the | 
petition of the Hudson’s Bay Company, shows what was the design in not accepting an 
“Act of Cession” from the French King; and Her Majesty the Queen “insisted only 
upon an order from the French Court for delivering possession ; by this means the title of 
the Company is acknowledged, and they will come into the immediate enjoyment of their 
property without further trouble.” 

The sections of the Treaty of Utrecht having any bearing upon the question are the 
10th and 15th, to be found in Ont. Docts., pp. 16 and 17. 

Under sec. 10 the King of France was “to restore to the Queen of Great Britain, to 
be possessed in full right forever, the Bay and Straits of Hudson, together with all lands, 
seas, coasts, rivers, and places situate in the said Bay and Straits, and which belong there- 
unto ; no tracts of lond or of sea being eacepted which are at present possessed by the sub- 
jects of France.” * * * The same Commissaries shall also have orders to 
describe and settle in like manner the boundaries between the other British and French 
colonies in those parts.” 

In the wording of the 10th article a great deal of discussion arose as to whether the 
word “restore” or the word “cede” should be used. Count de Torcy, in January, 1713, 
says: “The plenipotentiaries now make no difference between places ‘ceded’ and places 
‘restored.’” (Bolingbroke’s Correspondence, Vol. IIL., p. 601.) But in March, 1713, he 
says that the truth is so evident that the plenipotentiaries of Great Britain at Utrecht 
always make a distinction between places that should be “ceded” and those that should 
be “restored.” (Bolingbroke’s Correspondence, Vol. III., p. 605.) 

Great Britain was contending that as France had dispossessed her of Hudson’s Bay 
Territories, the French should “restore” them, while the French desired to use the word 
“cede,” as if the territories had belonged to the French, and they were for the first time ceding 
them to Great Britain. The word “restore” was used, and it is important to examine 
the original text of the treaty, which is in Latin. The words used in that article, 
“spectantibus ad eadem,” show clearly that France was to restore to England all the lands 
looking towards the Hudson’s Bay ; in other words, the whole water-shed of the waters 
running into the Hudson’s Bay.{ 

The first part of the 10th section does away with any exception, and left nothing for 
the French to hold possession of in Hudson’s Bay. 


* [See this question of post liminy treated in Mr. Mills’ revised Report, pp. 167-171.—G. E. L.] 
t[See note * ante, p. 38.—G. E. L.] 


{[There were two originals of the Treaty, of co-ordinate authority, the one in Latin, the other in 
French. In the official English copy, published by authority of the British Government in 1713, and which 
may, therefore, be taken as a contemporaneous interpretation of the Latin original by the highest authority, 
the words in question are rendered ‘‘and which belong thereunto ;” and the French original agrees with the 
English version, its words being “‘et Liew qui en dependant.” (Chalmers’ Treaties, Vol. 1; Le Clerq, 
Recueil, tom. 1.) According to a well-known and settled principle of international law, France, as the 
party called upon to make sacrifices, had a right to select that original of the Treaty, and that reading of 
the text, which would be the most favourable to her interests (Vattel, Book 4, sec. 32).—G. BH. L.] 


~ 
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Mr. Mills, at p. 159 of his report, after quoting the portion of the 10th section above 
referred to, says: ‘‘The words of the Treaty just quoted and the attendant circumstances 
show that what was claimed by England and yielded by France was the Bay and the 
country upon its margin. Nevertheless, the language of the Treaty did not make it im- 
possible for England, if she were so disposed, to insist wpon the possession of the whole 
country to the land’s heaght.* France, too, consented with reluctance to the use of the word 
‘restoration ’ instead of ‘ cession.’ ” 

The Treaty not only made it possible for England to insist upon the possession of the 
whole country to the land’s height,* but from the very moment Commissaries were 
appointed as provided by the Treaty she always insisted that she was entitled to the whole 
country, and it will be apparent that France assented to this contention as being the 
correct interpretation of the Treaty. 

Although Commissaries were appointed as provided by the Treaty, and notwithstand- 
ing the Commissaries failed to define the boundaries between the territories of each of the 
Governments, it was in some manner assumed that the boundary had been settled by the 
49th parallel; and this was looked upon by the Americans and by the English themselves 
as being the southern boundary of the Hudson’s Bay Company’s Territory. And we find 
that in the discussion which took place in regard to the boundary line from the north- 


west angle of the Lake of the Woods to the Rocky Mountains, the United States assert- . 


ing on the one hand, and Great Britain not denying on the other, that the 49th parallel 
was the boundary between their respective countries, because it was the southern boundary 
of the Hudson’s Bay.t 

“From the coast of Labrador to a certain point north of Lake Superior, those limits 
were fixed according to certain metes and bounds, and from that point the line of demarca- 
tion was agreed to extend indefinitely due west along the 49th parallel of north latitude. 
It was in conformity with that arrangement that the United States did claim that parallel 
as the northern boundary of Louisiana.” (Greenhow’s Oregon, 2nd ed., p. 460.) 

Whether a boundary was ever agreed upon, or whether it was merely assumed that 
the boundary above stated had been assented to, cannot now be of much importance, as in 
1760 the Marquis de Vaudreuil did not pretend that the Canada of the French extended 
in a north-westerly direction beyond the Red Lake. ? 

On the 4th August, 1714, the Hudson’s Bay Company sent a memorandum to the 
Lords Commissioners of Trade and Plantations, accompanied by a map in which they 
claimed that the eastern boundary should be a line running from Grimington’s Island 
through Lake Miscosinke or Mistassinnie, and from the said lake by a line run south- 
westward into 49 degrees north latitude, as by the red line may more particularly appear, 
and that that latitude be the limit ; that the French do not come to the north of it, nor the 
English to the south of it. (Ont. Docts., pp. 131-2.) 

When, in 1719, Commissaries were appointed, the instructions given to Mr. Pultney 
and Col. Baden, the British Commissaries, were explicit to claim to the 49th of north 
latitude, where another line was to begin and extend westward upon the 49th of north 
latitude, over which said lines the French were to be prohibited from passing. (Ont. Docts., 

. 362, 

7 an order that there might be no mistaking the full extent of the demand of the 
British Government, and to show that, under the Treaty, England was claiming the whole 
territory northward to the height of land and westward to the Rocky Mountains, the 
English Commissaries in 1719 sent to the French Commissaries a memoir on the subject 
of the boundary, in which they set forth that “the French since the Treaty of Utrecht 
had made a settlement at the source of the River Albany, the Commissaries of His 
Britannic Majesty insist that the French shall quit the said settlement, and that the Fort, 
if there be any such building, shall be given up to the Company of English merchants 
trading in Hudson’s Bay aforesaid.” 


* [The context of Mr. Mills’ remarks explains this statement and shows that the intention was, on 
hoth sides, to make the limits much more contracted. (Mr. Mills’ revised Report, pp. 159, 160.)—G. E. L.] 
+[For answer to this statement, see note ||, p. 254, ante.—G. EK. L.] 


_ _{[The correspondence shews that the Marquis de Vaudreuil made no such limitation, (See the letters 
in Mills’ revised Report, pp. 51-4.)—G. E. 1. ] 


= 
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‘“The said Commissaries further demand that the subjects of His Most Christian 
Majesty shall not build forts or found settlements wpon any of the rivers which empty into 
Hudson's Bay under any pretext whatsoever, and that the stream and the entire navigation 
of the said rwers shall be left free to the Company of English merchants trading into 
Hudson’s Bay, and to such Indians as wish to traffic with them.”* (Ont. Docts., p. 365.) 

Sir Travers Twiss says :— : 

“The object of the 10th Article of the Treaty of Utrecht was to secure to the 
Hudson’s Bay Company the restoration of the forts and other possessions of which they 
had been deprived at various times by French expeditions from Canada, and of which 
some had been yielded to France by the 7th Article of the Treaty of Ryswick. By this 
latter Treaty Louis XIV. had at last recognized William IIL. as King of Great Britain 
and freland ; and William, in return, had consented that the principle of wtt rossidetis 
should be the basis of the negotiations between the two Crowns. By the 10th Article, 
however, of the Treaty of Utrecht, the French King agreed to restore to the Queen 
(Anne) of Great Britain, ‘to be possessed in full right forever, the Bay and Straits of 
Hudson, together with all lands, seas, sea coasts, rivers and places situate in the said Bay 
and Straits, and which belong thereto ; no tracts of land or sea being excepted which are 
at present possessed by the subjects of France.’ The only question, therefore, for Com- 
missaries to settle were the limits of the Bay and Straits of Hudson, coastwards, on the 
side of the French Province of Canada, as all the country drained by streams entering 
into the Bay and Straits of Hudson were, by the terms of the Treaty, recognized to be 
part of the possessions of Great Britain. + 

“If the coast boundary, therefore, was once understood by the parties, the head 
waters of the streams that empty themselves into the Bay and Straits of Hudson indicate 
the line which at once satisfied the other conditions of the treaty. Such a line, if com- 
menced at the eastern extremity of the Straits of Hudson, would have swept along 
through the sources of the streams flowing into the Lakes Mistassinnie and Abbitibis, the 

tainy Lake, in 48° 30', which empties itself by the Rainy River into the Lake of the 
Woods, the Red Lake, and Lake Travers. 

“This last lake would have been the extreme southern limit in about 45° 40’, whence 
the line would have wound upward to the north-west, pursuing a serpentine course, and 
resting with its extremity upon the Rocky Mountains, in about the 48th parallel of — 
latitude. Such would have been the boundary line between the French possessions and 
the Hudson’s Bay district ; and so we find that in the limits of Canada, assigned by the 
Marquis de Vaudreuil himself, when he surrendered the Province to Sir J. Amherst, the 

ted Lake is the apex of the Province of Canada, or the point of departure from which, 
on the one side, the line is drawn to Lake Superior ;§ on the other, ‘follows a serpentine 
course southward to the River Oubache, or Wabash, and along it to the junction with the 
Ohio.’ This fact was insisted upon by the British Government in their answer to the 
ultimatum of France, sent in on the lst of September, 1761, and the map which was 
presented on that occasion by Mr. Stanley, the British Minister, embodying those limits, 
was assented to in the French memorial of the 9th of September.”|| (Historical Memorial 
of the Negotiations of France and England from March 26th to Sept. 20th, 1761. 
Published at Paris by authority.) (Twiss’ Oregon Boundary, pp. 209-21 1.) 


* [See as to this the argument of the Attorney-General before the Arbitrators, post.—-G. E. L.] 


+ (The Treaty is, in terms, opposed to this contention: “It is agreed on both sides to determine, within 
a year, by Commissaries to be forthwith named by each party, the limits which are to be fixed between the 
said Bay of Hudson and the places appertaining to the French.” (Art. 10 of the Treaty.) And Mr. Mills 
proves (pp. 159, 160,) that the negotiators of the Treaty had drawn upon the maps certain lines by which 
the Commissaries were to be guided ; which lines were north of the Height of Land.—G. E. L.] 


+[The Marquis de Vaudreuil positively denied that he assigned any such limits. In a letter of 30th 
October, 1761, to the Duc de Choiseul, he says: ‘*‘ When I capitulated [ traced no limits whatever, and in 
all the messages that passed between the English General and me, I made use of the word ‘ Canada’ only.” 
(Book Arb. Does., p. 159.) The line of the Mississippi was ultimately agreed on as the boundary. See the 
Treaty, 7b., p. 18. —G. E. L.] 


§[This is a ntistake: there is no line drawn to Lake Superior on the map, (See the copy annexed, 
to the original edition of the Dominion Case).—G. E. L.] 


| [It might well have been assented to; for, if accepted by England, those limits would have left to- 
France a considerable part of Canada which should have been surrendered to England.—G.E, L.] 
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“By the Treaty of Utrecht, the British possessions to the north-west of Canada were 
acknowledged to extend to the head-waters of the rivers emptying themselves into the 
Bay of Hudson ;* by the Treaty of Paris they were united to the British possessions on 
the Atlantic by the cession of Canada and all her dependencies; and France contracted 
her dominions within the right bank of the Mississippi. That France did not retain any 
territory after the Treaty to the north-west of the sources of the Mississippi will be 
obvious when it is kept in mind that the sources of the Mississippi are in 47° 35’, whilst 
the sources of the Red River, which flows through Lake Winnipeg, and ultimately finds 
its way by the Nelson River into the Bay of Hudson, are in Lake Travers, in about 45° 
40’.” (Twiss’ Oregon, p. 226.) 

It has not been thought necessary to refer to the numerous maps described in the 
Ontario Documents, as, unless a map has been made use of in connection with a treaty, 
or a boundary has been defined thereon, but little reliance can be placed upon it.+ Sir 
Travers Twiss says :—‘ The claim, however, to the westwardly extension of New France 
to the Pacific Ocean requires some better evidence than the maps of French geographers. 
A map can furnish no proof of territorial title: it may illustrate a claim, but it cannot 
prove it. The proof must be derived from facts which the law of nations recognizes as 
founding a title to territory. Maps, as such, that is, when they have not had a special 
character attached to them by treaties, merely represent the opinions of the geographers 
who have constructed them, which opinions are frequently founded on fictitious or 
erroneous statements : e. y., the map of the discoveries of North America by Ph. Buache 
and J..N. DeLisle in 1750, in which portions of the west coast of America were delineated 
in accordance with De Fonte’s story, and the maps of North-west America at the end of 
the seventeenth and beginning of the eighteenth centuries, which represent California as 
lately ascertained to be an island. (T'wiss’ Oregon, pp. 305-6.) 

When new Commissaries were appointed in 1750, the Lords of Trade and Plantations 
requested the Hudson’s Bay Company to furnish a memorandum showing the limits 
claimed, which was done on the 3rd of October in that year, and is substantially as claimed 
by them in 1719. (Mills, pp. 176-7.) 

It were well to consider what territory was comprised within the limits of Louisiana, 
as this will prove a help to arriving at a proper conclusion as to what England claimed as 
being comprised in ‘“‘ Canada,” or “ New France.” 

According to extracts (Ont. Docts., pp. 41-2) copied from the Charter of Louis XIV. 
to M. Crozat, Sept., 1712, it will be seen that Louisiana “was the country watered by 
the Mississippi and its tributary streams from the sea-shore to the Illinois,” @.e., the 
Illinois River} was the northern boundary of Louisiana according to this ‘“ authoritative 
document of the French Crown.” By the same public document all the rest of the French 
possessions were united under the Government of New France. (Twiss’ Oregon, pp. 
219-220. 

In ee course of the negotiations respecting the limits of the Provinces of Canada 
and Louisiana, the Marquis de Vaudreuil, who signed the surrender, published his own 
account of what passed between Sir J. Amherst and himself, of which he considered the 
English account to be incorrect. ‘ On the officer showing me a map which he had in his 
hand I told him the limits were not just, and verbally mentioned others extending 
Louisiana on one side to the carrying-place of the Miamis, which is the height of the lands 
whose rivers run into the Guabache ; and on the other to the head of the rwer of the 
Iitinors.” (Annual Register, 1761, p. 268.) Even thus, then, all to the north of the 
Illinois was admitted to be Canada.” (Twiss’ Oregon, pp. 220-221.) ; 

What took place at the various conferences respecting the limits of Canada has been 
procured from the records of the Foreign Office. 


*[The Treaty fails to disclose any such acknowledgment.—G. E. L.] 


+[The degree of credit to be given to a map, as to a history or a work on geography, depends very much 
on the standing of the author. Maps have been appealed to and used in all international questions of bound- 
ary that we know of, and on both sides.—G.:E. L.] 


[Not the Illinois River, but the Illinois Country is here meant.—G, E. L.] 
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ase 


On the 18th August, 1761, M. de Bussy, the French Minister at London, furnished 
to Mr. Pitt a memorandum upon the limits of Louisiana, which bore upon the limits of 
Oanada, and ran thus : | 

‘¢Sur les limites de la Louisiane. Uy 

‘Pour fixer les limites de la Louisiane du cété des colonies Angloises et du Canada, 
on tirera une ligne qui s’étendra depuis ‘Rio Perdido entre la Baye de la Mobile et celle 
de Pensacola, en passant par le Fort Toulouse chez les Alibamons, et qui, se prolongeant 
par la pointe occidentale du Lac Erié enfermera la Riviere des Miamis, et par l’extremite 
orientale du Lac Huron, ira aboutir 4 la hauteur des terres du céte de la Baye 
d’ Hudson vers le Lac de PAbitibis, d’ot: la ligne sera continuée de |’Est a l’Otiest Jusques 
et compris le Lac Superieur.” (Pub. Rees Of Vol. 483.) be 

Instructions, however, accompanied by an ultimatum, were transmitted under date 
of the 27th August, 1761, to Mr. Stanley, in which it was laid down that these limits 
could not be joeeded to ; and Mr. Pitt, in alluding to the conduct of France, stated that 
among the reasons whereby British eontiaeHes had been shaken was “the claiming, as 
Louisiana, with an effrontery unparalleled, vast regions which the Marquis de Vaudreuil 
had surrendered to General Amherst as Canada, and defined himself, with his own hand, 
as comprehended in the government of that Province where he commanded,” and Mr. 
Pitt gave the following definition of the boundaries of Canada, as set forth by M. de 
Vaudreuil : — 

‘Le Canada, selon la ligne de ses limites traceé par le Marquis de Vaudreuil hai 
méme, quand ce Gouverneur-Général a rendu, par capitulation, la dite Province au Général. 
Britannique le Chevalier Amherst, comprend d’un cdte, les Lacs Huron, Michigan et 
Superieur, et la dite ligne, tirée depuis Lac Rouge embrasse, par un cours toreued la. 
Riviere Ouabache (Wabash) j jusqu’ a sa Jonction avec l’Ohio, et de lA se prolonge le long. 
de cette derniere riviere inclusivement, jusques 4 son confluent dans la Mississippi 5” 
and on this definition of the limits of Canada its cession was claimed—a copy of M. de 
Vaudreuil’s map being sent to Mr. Stanley for reference, together with an extract of a 
letter from General Amherst, dated 4th October, 1760, bearing upon that subject. (Pub. 
Rec., Off. Vol. 483.) 

‘Annexed will be found a copy of that map of M. de Vaudreuil to which Mr. Pitt 
referred, which has been made from the original enclosed by General Amherst in his’ 
despatch of 4th October, 1760, from which document also the following extracts have 
been taken :— { 

“The Government of Canada includes Lakes Huron, Michigan and Superior, as you. 
will see by the enclosed sketch, the red line being marked by the “Marquis de Vaudreuil.”* 

“The Government of Quebec begins with Trondines on the north-west and de 
Chaillon on the south-east, and takes in Yall the parishes from them down the River St. 
Lawrence.” (Pub. Rec., Off. Vol. 94, Ama. and W. Indies.) *: 

Tt is further recorded on the 2nd September, 1761, the Marquis de Vaudreuil’s map 
was shown to the Duc de Choiseul by Mr. Stanley, and that the bounds of Canada were 
agreed upon as therein stated. This fact is further substantiated by a passage in Mr. 
Stanley’ s despatch of the 4th of that month, which runs as follows :— Pe 

“The Duc de Choiseul complained that ‘the bounds of Canada were laid down very. 
unfavourably to France, in the description which your memorial contains, alleging (sie) 
that there had been disputes between the Marquis de Vaudreuil and the Governor! of 
Louisiana with regard to the limits of their two Provinces, wherein the former, being the. 
more able and the more active, has greatly enlarged his jurisdiction ; he added, however, 
that though many such objections might be made, it had been the intention of the King 
his master to make the most full and “complete cession of Canada, and that he consented 
in his name to those limits. JI then produced the map you sent me, and it was agreed | 
that this Province should remain to Great Britain as it is there delineated. “y (Minus 
of a Conference at Paris, Sept. 2nd, 1761. Pub. Rec., Off. Vol. 483, _France.) 

The last Mémoire of France to England in these negotiations is dated Sept. oth, 
1761, and was delivered by M. de Bussy to Mr. Pitt on the 14th. 


f 


et 
* [This is a mistake : it now ans that the line was marked by Gan. Haldimand. (See the cor- | 
respondence, Mills, pp. 51-4.)—G.E. L.] 
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The first Article fully confirms the acceptance by France of the de Vaudreuil map,* 
ud states as follows :— 

“Le Roi, a dit dans son premier mémoir de propositions et dans son ultimatum, 
ju il cederoit et garantiroit 4 | Angleterre la possession du Canada dans la forme la plus 
‘tendue : Sa Majesté persiste dans cette offre : et sans disenter sur la ligne des limites, 
race dans une carte presentée par M. Stanley, comme cette ligne demandée par l’ Angle- 
erre, est sans doute la forme la plus étendue que I’on puisse donner a la cession le Roi 
ent bien l’accorder.” (Mémoire Historique sur la Negotiation de la France et de l’Angle- 
erre, 1761, p. 52. F. O. Lib. 4to, No. 434.) 

Then came the Treaty of Paris, concluded on 10th February, 1763, by which the 
Janada of the French was ceded to Great Britain. 

By the 7th section of this Treaty, ‘It is agreed that for the future the confines 
vetween the dominions of His Britannic Majesty and those of His Most Christian 
Majesty in that part of the world shall be fixed irrevocably by a line drawn along the 
uiddle of the River Mississippi, from its source to the River Iberville, and from thence 
y a line drawn along the middle of this river and the Jakes Maurepas and Pontchartrain 
0 the sea.” (Ont. Docts., pp. 18-19.) 

As the source of the River Mississippi was Red Lake, and as it was from that 
ioint that the Marquis de Vaudreuil directed the red line to be drawn, there can be no 
ifficulty in coming to a conclusion as to what was included within the bounds of the 
‘Canada” of the French. tf 

Now, the proclamation of the King on 7th October, 1763, created four separate 
rovernments, viz.: Quebec, East Florida, West Florida and Grenada. 

All the lands not within the limits of the said Governments, and not within the 
mits of the territory granted to the Hudson’s Bay, were for the present reserved for 
he protection and dominion of the Indians. (Ont. Docts., p. 26.) 


Qursec Act, 1774. 


When the Quebec Act of 1774 was introduced, it was designed to extend the bounds 
f the Province of Quebec far beyond those created by the Proclamation of the King, 
ssued in October, 1763. By the Act, as originally introduced, it was evidently intended 
2 inelude in the Province of Quebec ‘all the territories, islands and countries heretofore 
part of the territory of Canada, in North America, extending southward to the banks of 
ve Mississippi, and northward to the southern boundary of the territory granted to the 
ferchant Adventurers of England trading to Hudson’s Bay, and which said territories, 
lands and countries are not within the limits of the other British colonies'as allowed 
nd confirmed by the Crown, or which have since the 10th February, 1763, been made a 
art and parcel of the Province of Newfoundland.” (Mills, pp. 77-8.) 

Now, in the Act as passed, the words ‘‘heretofore a part of the territory of Canada” 
re left out, and the Act included ‘‘all the territories, islands and countries in North 
-merica belonging to the Crown of Great Britain,” between, certain defined limits along 
1e western boundary of the then Province of Pennsylvania until it strike the River 
hhio ; and along the bank of the said river westward to the banks of the Mississippi, 
ad northward to the southern boundary of the territory granted to the Merchants 
dventurers of England trading in Hudson’s Bay; and all the territories, islands and 
untries which have since the 10th February, 1763, been made part of the Government 
: Newfoundland, be, and they are hereby, during Her Majesty’s pleasure, annexed to 


* Yet on the 30th Nov., weeks after the cessation of these negotiations, M. de Vaudreuil addressed a 
tter to the Duc de Choiseul, which was published, as stated in the Annual Register of 1761, ‘‘to quiet 
e minds of the people,” and in which the Marquis stated that what he was charged with by the English 
‘regards the limits of Canada was entirely false and groundless, and that nothing passed in writing on 
at head, nor was any line drawn on any map.— An. Reg., 1761, pp. 267-8. (See M. de Vaudreuil’s letter, 


at. Docts., p. 159. ; : . 
The ete is he to the Dominion case. The Marquis de Vaudreuil’s statement is borne out by 


2. Haldimand’s letter. (See it in Mills, pp. 52-4; Ho. Coms. Report, 1880, p, 233.) As to the assent of 
france, see note ||, p. 288, ante. ] 


+ [See note +, p. 288, ante.—G. E.L.] 
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oe 


and made part and parcel of the Province of Quebec, as created and established by t 
said Royal Proclamation of 7th day of October, 1763. (Ont. Docts., p. 3.) 
On reading this description it will be seen that the east bank of the Mississig 
could not have been intended as the western limit. nT 
Whenever the bank of a river or lake is created a boundary, the Act express 
states such to be the case, as “the eastern bank of the River Connecticut,” “ the ea 
ern bank of the River St. Lawrence,” “thence along the eastern and south-eastern ba 
of Lake Erie,” and “along the bank of the said river (Ohio) until it strikes the Miss 
sippi.” Now, when the River Mississippi is reached the description does not proce 
“along the bank of said river,” as in the other descriptions, but describes the remaini 
limit as “northward to the southern boundary of the territory granted to the Merchar 
Adventurers of England.” i 
It is said that the word “northward” in the Act cannot mean “north,” and thi 
therefore, a line drawn north from the junction of the Ohio and Mississippi rivers tot 
southern boundary of the Hudson’s Bay Company’s lands would not conform to t 
description in the Act. i 
The meaning of the expression “northward,” as used in this Act, received judic 
interpretation in the year 1818, on the occasion of the trial of Charles de Reinhardt | 
murder committed at the Dalles; and also during the trial of Archibald McLennan, 
the same year, for a like offence. _ . 
The Judges of the Court of Queen’s Bench in Lower Canada, in giving judgment 
these cases (Ont. Docts., pp. 226-7-8), were clearly of opinion that the western limit, 
Upper Canada was a line drawn due north from the junction of the Ohio and Mississiy 
rivers. * (3 
In the Treaty between Great Britain and the United States, in 1846, the ter 
“westward” was used, and it was interpreted to mean ‘“ due west.”{ (U.S. Treaties a 
Conventions, p. 375.) fs 
Because the Commission which issued to Sir Guy Carleton in 1774 extended t 
boundary of the Province “along the eastern bank of the Mississippi river to t 
southern boundary of the territory granted to the Hudson’s Bay Company,” it is assert 
that the Commission should govern. ey 
The fact of a Commission having been issued with this extension, not authorize 
cannot be made to extend the boundaries created by the Act. These Commissions, bei 
mere instructions to the Governor-General, can have no effect in altering territor 
boundaries. t e 
The Commission to Governor Andros, of Connecticut, gave him authority to t 
South Sea. ie 
Lord Elgin’s Commission as Governor-General, issued in 1846, apparently gave hi 
jurisdiction to the shore of Hudson’s Bay ; but it never was claimed or pretended th 
the Commission extended the boundaries of Canada to the shore of that Bay.§ (f 
Commission, vide Ont. Docts., pp. 51-52.) a 


: 


* [See notes, t, p. 211, ante, and *, p. 272, ante. See also the argument of the Attorney-General bef 
the Arbitrators as to this point, post.—G. E. L.] 


+[On the other hand, in the Quebec Act, 1774, the term ‘‘westward ” is applied to a course wb 
follows the sinuosities of the River Ohio. (See the Act, Book Arb. Does., p. 3.)—G. E. L.] a | 


+ [The Commissions and the ‘‘instructions ” to the Governors are separate and different documer 
Ontario has never admitted that Upper Canada had, before these Commissions, limits less extensive than 
Commissions assigned to the Province. On the contrary, as to the Commissions of 1774, the contentior 
Ontario was, that these Commissions are a contemporaneous exposition of the meaning of the Act of t. 
year by the very highest authority—the Ministers and Law Advisers of the Crown—the authors of the / 
itself ; but that if the boundary of the Act was the due north line claimed on behalf of the Dominion, it) 
competent for the Crown, in the exercise of its prerogative, and by this public instrument under the Gt 
Seal, to unite, and that the Crown did thereby unite, to Upper Canada, that portion of the unorgan! 
territories of the Crown which lay between such due north line and the Mississippi; and that any poss! 
question as to the boundary under the Act was thus immaterial.—G, E. L.] SU ggOe 


§ [Some eight other Commissions, appearing in the Book of Documents, give Upper Canada the I 
boundary. (See Book Arb. Docs., pp. 50, 51, 390.) As soon as the question of boundary arose, UM | 
claimed all the territory which this boundary gave. (See Book Arb. Docs., p. 423,)—G. E. L.] ‘wil 


t 
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1791.—TuHE CoNsTITUTIONAL ACT. 


What is known as the Constitutional Act of 1791 (31 Geo. IIL, cap. 31) was passed 
repeal certain parts of an Act passed in the fourteenth year of His Majesty’s reign, 
ititled “An Act for making more effectual provision for the government of the Province 
Quebec, in North America,” and to make further provision for the government of the 
id Province. 

“ Whereas an act was passed in the fourteenth year of the reign of his present 
fajesty, entitled ‘An Act for making more effectual provision for the government of 
ie Province of Quebec, in North America ? and whereas the said Act is in many 
spects inapplicable to the present condition and circumstances of the said Province ; 
id whereas it is expedient and necessary that further provision should now be made for 
ie good government and prosperity thereof ; may it therefore please your most excellent 
[ajesty that it may be enacted, and be it enacted by the King’s most excellent Majesty, 
y and with the advice and consent of the Lords Spiritual and Temporal, and Commons, 
| this present Parliament assembled, and by the authority of the same, that so much of 
1e said Act as in any manner relates to the appointment of a Council for the affairs of 
1e said Province of Quebec, or to the power given by the said Act to the said Council, 
- to the major part of them, to make ordinances for the peace, welfare, and good govern- 
ient of the said Province, with the consent of His Majesty’s Governor, Lieutenant- 
overnor, or Commander-in-Chief for the time being, shall be and the same is hereby 
epealed. 

“ And whereas His Majesty has been pleased to signify, by his message to both 
fouses of Parliament, his royal intention to divide his Province of Quebec into two 
sparate Provinces, to be called the Province of Upper Canada and the Province of 
ower Canada, Wc.” (Ont. Docts., p. 4.) 

The Proclamation of November, 1791 (Ont. Docts., p. 27), declares that by an Order 
1 Council of August it was ordered that the Province of Quebec should be divided into 
wo distinct Provinces. But it is argued that this Proclamation annexed to Upper Can- 
da territories not included in the Province of Quebec, This argument is based upon 
ae use of the word “ Canada” at the end of the first paragraph of the Proclamation. 

It is stated the 14th Geo. III. “is in many respects inapplicable to the present con- 
ition and circumstances of the said Province.” To what Province is it inapplicable? 
Vhy, to the Province of Quebec. The Act says the intention of the King was ‘“‘to divide 
is Province of Quebec into two separate Provinces.” 

His Majesty, on the 24th day of August, 1791, “was pleased, by and with the advice 
nd consent of his Privy Council, to order that the Province of Quebec be divided into 
wo distinct Provinces, to be called the Province of Upper Canada and the Province of 
sower Canada, by separating the said two Provinces according to the line of division 
nserted in the said order.” (Ont. Docts., p. 389.) 

The Act of Parliament was that alone upon which the Order in Council could be 
ased or the Proclamation issued ; and it is quite evident that neither the Order in 
‘ouncil nor the Proclamation intended to do more than the Act made provision for, «¢., 
9 divide the Province of Quebec.* 

The construction put upon this Act by the Court of Queen’s Bench in Lower Canada, 
1 De Reinhardt’s case and in McLennan’s case (Ont. Docts., pp. 226-7-8), was that 
‘Upper Canada could include only that part of the Province so divided as was not con- 
ained in Lower Canada, but it could not extend beyond those limits which constituted 
he Province of Quebec.” t 


|The Act did not divide the Province of Quebec; nor did it deal or profess to deal with the boundaries 
£ the two new Provinces of Upper and Lower Canada: its sole object was to provide a constitution for 
hese Provinces, which was to take effect when the division should be made by the King. (See the Act, 
300k Arb. Does., p. 4.). The King, prior to the passing of the Act, communicated to the two Houses of 
Yarliament the division and boundaries which he contemplated. (See the Order in Council settling these 
oundaries, and the Paper so submitted to Parliament, Book Arb. Does., pp. 388-9, 411.)—G. E. L.] 

+[Upper Canada judges took a different view. (See notes, +, p. 211, ante, and *, p. 272, ante.) Many of 
ae grounds for maintaining such different view were not before the Lower Canada Court. (See Attorney- 
yeneral’s argument before the Arbitrators, post.)—G. K. L.] 
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In the Commission issued to Lord Dorchester, Sept. 12, 1791, as Captain-Genera 
and General-in-Chief of the Province of Upper Canada and Lower Canada (wherein t 
Order in Council of 19th August, 1791, is recited), it states the intention to divide the 
Province of Quebec into two separate Provinces, ‘‘the Province of Upper Canada to. 
comprehend all said lands, territories and islands lying westward of the said line of 
division as were part of our said Province of Quebec.” (Ont. Docts., p. 48.) 

The Commission issued in 1794 to Henry Caldwell, Esquire, Receiver-General of thé 
Province of Lower Canada, contains a boundary description of Upper Canada similar to: 
that in the Commission of Lord Dorchester. (Ont. Docts., pp. 389-390.) | 

The ten Commissions issued to the Governors-General of the Provinces of va 


undaries a the Province, it es “On the west no the Channel of Detroit, L 
St. Clair, up the River St. Clair, Lake Huron, the west shore of Drummond Toland t 
of St. J oseph and Sugar Island, thence into Lake Superior.” (Ont. Docts., p. 390.) a 
The Woreons to the Right Hon. Sir Charles Poulett Thomson, Hatod 6th SE 
1839, contains boundary descriptions similar to above. (Jbid., p. 390.) 


297TH Auaust, 1840. 


The Act of Union (Impl. Act 3, 4 Vic., cap. 35) was passed to make “ provision for 
the good government of the Province of Upper Canada and Lower Canada, * * * * 


which, after the passing of this Act, shall form and be one Province under the name of 
the Province of Canada.” (Ont. Docts., ne 10.) M 


John Colborne. (Ont. Doct p. 1) 
The Commission to Lord Metcalf in February, 1843, and that to Earl Cathcart inJ 

March, 1846, and the one issued to Lord Elgin on Ist October, 1846, contain boundary- 

line descriptions of Upper Canada similar to that issued to Lord Sydenham in 1840. 
It will be seen that, poeraae December, 1838, when Sir John Ne was appoint 


Majesty sp aniaotl the British ‘Ce vernment understood ‘and treated the western boundary of 
Upper Canada as being on the shore of Lake Superior ;* and it is fair to infer that the. 
Imperial authorities were not ignorant that a line drawn north from the junction of they 
Ohio and Mississippi would strike the shore of Lake Superior, and they no doubt intended 
that where the line so struck should be the limit of the jurisdiction of the Governor-Gen- Y 
eral, and consequently the westerly limit of the Province of Upper Canada. 4 

Then, in order to reach offenders for crimes committed in the Indian tervitony 


* [The reason that the Commission of 1858 traced the southern boundary into Lake Superior, and! 
omitted any further description of it, was probably that the Commissioners appointed under the Treaty Be 
Ghent had agreed upon a line extending only ‘‘into Lake Superior . . . toa point in said lake 100 yar 4S 
to the north and east of a small island named on the map Chapeau, and lying opposite and near to th 
north-eastern point of [le Royale ;” and had disagreed “‘as to the course of the boundary from the point — 
last mentioned in Lake Superior ty another point, designated in the maps, at the foot of the Chaudiere 
Fall in Lac la Pluie,” the American Commissioner contending for a line to and by the River Kamanistiquia 
and Dog Lake, and ‘the British Commissioner for a line to and by Fond du Lac and the St. Louis i 
Vermillion Rivers. (See the Report of the Commissioners in Hertslet’s Treaties, vol. 13, p. 892.) The po 
tion of the line so not agreed upon was settled under the Treaty of 1842, which ran the line from the point 
in Lake Superior ‘‘ where the line marked by the Commissioners terminates,” to ay, River, and thence- ~ 
to Lac la Pluie and the Lake of the Woods. (See the Treaty, Book Arb. Docs., p. 21.) It was, no doubt, 
from oversight that no change was made in the form of the Commissions Ruhesegane to this Treaty of 1842, for” 
although St. George’s or Sugar Island, as to which the Commissioners had also disagreed, was assigned by 
the same Treaty to the United States, yet it continued to be treated in the Commissions, including Lord 
Elgin’s, as belonging to Great Britain ; and so also with Drummond Island, which the Commissioners had 
appropriated to the United States. (See the Treaty; see also the Commissions in question, Book ¢ j 
Arb. Does., pp. 51-2.)—G. H. L.] ? 
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reserved for the Indians by the proclamation of October, 1763), the Act of 43 Geo. III., 
sap. 1388 (11th August, 1803), was passed. (Ont. Docts., pp. 4-5.) 

As doubts existed as to whether the provisions of 43 Geo. III., cap. 138, extended 
(0 the Hudson’s Bay Territory, the Act 1 and 2 Geo. IV., cap. 66 (2nd July, 1821), was 
passed, including the Hudson’s Bay Company’s Jands and territories heretofore granted 
0 the Hudson’s Bay Company, and under the 14th section of that Act the rights and 
orivileges of the Hudson’s Bay Company are to remain in full force, virtue and effect. 
Ont. Docts., pp. 6-7-10.) 

So that in all these Acts they were making provision for the government, or at least 
‘or the judicial control of large territories claimed as belonging to the Crown of Great 
Britain, and which were not included in the Province of Upper Canada.* 

The sixth clause of the British North America Act, 1867 (Imperial Act, 30th Vic., 
sap. 3), is as follows : 

“The parts of the Province of Canada (as it exists at the passing of this Act) which 
formerly constituted respectively the Provinces of Upper Canada and Lower Canada shall 
»¢ deemed to be severed, and shall form two separate Provinces. The part which for- 
nerly constituted the Province of Upper Canada shall constitute the Province of Ontario ; 
und the part which formerly constituted the Province of Lower Canada shall constitute 
the Province of Quebec.” (Ont. Docts., p. 11.) 

And the 146th section of the same Act, under which Rupert’s Land and the North- 
western Territory could be admitted into the Union, is as follows :— 

“Tt shall be lawful] for the Queen, by and with the advice of Her Majesty’s Most 
Honourable Privy Council, on addresses from the Houses of Parliament of Canada and 
‘rom the Houses of the respective Legislatures of the Colonies or Provinces of New- 
‘oundland, Prince Edward Island and British Columbia, to admit those Colonies or Prov- 
nees, or any of them, into the Union, and on addresses from the Houses of Parliament 
of Canada, to admit Rupert’s Land and the North-Western Territory, or either of them, 
nto the Union on such terms and conditions, in each case, as are in the addresses 
2xpressed, and as the Queen thinks fit to approve, subject to the provisions of this Act ; 
und the provisions of any Order in Council in that behalf shall have effect as if they had 
seen enacted by the Parliament of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland.” 
(Ont. Docts., p. 404.) 

On the 17th December, 1876, the Senate and Commons of the Dominion of Canada 
udopted an address to the Queen, praying Her Majesty to unite Rupert’s Land and the 
North-western Territory with this Dominion, and to grant to the Parliament of Canada 
vuthority to legislate for their future welfare and good government. (Orders in Council, 
Dom. Stats., 1872, p. ]xvi.) 

In compliance with the terms of the above address, the Rupert’s Land Act, 1868, 
Imperial Act, 31 and 32 Vic., cap. 105), was passed, and under the second section of 
shat Act the term “ Rupert’s Land” should include the whole of the lands and terri- 
cories held, or claimed to be held. by the said Governor and Company. t 

On the 19th November, 1869, the Hudson’s Bay Company executed a deed of sur- 
render to Her Majesty of Rupert’s Land, which included the whole of the lands and ter- 
‘itories held, or claimed to be held, by the Company, excepting the lands mentioned in 
she second and fifth paragraphs. Under the second paragraph, the Company might, 
within twelve months, select a block of land adjoining each of their stations. The 
schedule of the lands selected is attached to the surrender, and includes about 46,000 
rcres of land. 

Under paragraph No. 5, “the Company may within fifty years after the surrender 
slaim in any township or district within the Fertile Belt, in which land is set cut for 
settlement, grants of land not exceeding one-twentieth part of the land so set out.” 


* [The contention of Ontario is, that the ‘‘ Indian territories” (outside the Provincial boundaries) to 
which the Acts applied were those drained by the waters which fall into the Arctic Ocean.—G. EH. L. 


+[The enactment is, that ‘‘ Hor the purposes of this Act, the term ‘ Rupert’s Land’ shall include,” ete.— 
‘See Book Arb. Docs., p. 405.) The object of the Act was to enable effect to be given to a contemplated 
arrangement by way of compromise, which was in negotiation between the Dominion and the Hudson’s 
Bay Company.—G. E. L.] 
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(6) “For the purpose of the present agreement, the Fertile Belt is to be bounded as 
follows :—On the south, by the United States boundary; on the west, by the Rocky 
Mountains ; on the north, by the northern branch of the Saskatchewan ; on the east, by 
Lake Winnipeg, the Lake of the Woods, and the waters connecting them.” (Order in 
Council, Stats. of Can., 1872, p. lxxix.) 

Such surrender was accepted by Her Majesty by an instrument under her sign 
manual, and signed on 22nd day of June, 1870. 

On the 23rd June, 1870, Her Majesty, by an Order in Council, ordered that, after 
the 15th July, the said North-western Territory in Rupert’s Land should be admitted 
and become part of the Dominion of Canada, on the Dominion paying to the Company 
£300,000, when Rupert’s Land should be transferred to the Dominion of Canada, which 
transfer has been made and ‘the consideration money paid. (Ont. Docts., pp. 405-6-7-8.) 

On the very threshold of Confederation, Ontario knew the terms upon which Rupert’s 
Land and the North-western Territory might be admitted into the Union; and during 
the negotiations that were pending between the Imperial authorities and the Dominion 
respecting the surrender by the Hudson’s Bay Company of their lands and territories, 
rights and privileges, the’ Ontario Government never interfered or claimed that what was 
about being surrendered to Her Majesty for the purpose of admission into the Dominion 
had at any time formed a part of the Province of Upper Canada—although Ontario 
must be assumed to have known that the Hudson’s Bay Company was, in 1857, claiming 
under its Charter that the southern boundary of the Company’s territory was the height 
of land dividing the waters which flow into the Hudson’s Bay from those emptying into 
the St. Lawrence and the Great Lakes, and that the western boundary was the base of 
the Rocky Mountains. : 

In thus lying by while the Dominion was purchasing this territory, and without 
forbidding the purchase or claiming any interest whatever in the rights and privileges 
about being acquired, that Province is now estopped from setting up that its western 
boundary extends beyond the meridian passing through the point of junction of the Ohio 
and Mississippi rivers north of the United States and south of the Hudson’s Bay Terri- 
tories.* All the remaining territory was “held, or claimed to be held, by the Governor 
and Company,” and was, as such, paid for by the Dominion.t (Gregg v. Wells, 10 A. 
and E., 90.) 

The acceptance by the Imperial Government of a surrender of what the Hudson’s 
Bay Company claimed as territory belonging to them, was an admission that no portion 
of these territories were ever included in the Province of Upper Canada. The British 
Government being bound by this admission, surely Ontario must be. t 

In 1871 a Commissioner was appointed by each of the Governments of the Dominion 
and Province of Ontario for the settlement of the northerly and westerly boundaries of 
the Province. 

The instructions given to the Commissioners on behalf of the Dominion were that— 

“The boundary in question is clearly identical with the limits of the Province of 
Quebec, according to the 14th Geo. III., ch. 83, known as the ‘ Quebec Act,’ and is 


# [But see the argument of the Attorney-General before the Arbitrators as to this point, post.—G. E, L. J 


+ [Che territory uns west of the meridian of the junction of the Ohio and Mississippi, and to the 
south and east of the Height of Land, was never “held or claimed to be held ” by the Hudson’s Bay Com- 
pany. And as to the purchase of the remaining territory by the Dominion, see the argument of the Attor- 
ney-General before the Arbitrators, post. See also the following passage, applicable to this point, in the letter 
of 8th February, 1869, from Sir George Cartier and the Hon. William McDougall to the Colonial Secretary ; 
“Tt will be for Earl Granville to consider whether this Company is entitled to demand any payment 
whatever for surrendering to the Crown that which already belongs to it. We confess our utter inability, 
upou any principle of law, or justice, or public policy, with which we are acquainted, to estimate the 
amount which ought to be paid under such circumstances. The only basis of computation we can discover, 
applicable to such a case, is the cost of the legal proceedings necessary, if any be necessary, to recover 
possession. A person has taken possession of a part of your domain under the pretence that it is included 
in a deed which you gave him for some adjoining property before you purchased the domain. You want to 
get rid of him, but will be compelled to bring an action. He is artful, stubborn, wealthy and influential. 
He will be able to worry you with a tedious litigation. How many acres will you allow him to ‘ reserve,’ 
and how much will you pay to save yourself the cost and trouble of a law suit?” (Ante, p. 162.)—G. E. L.] 


+ [But there was nosuch admission. (See the argument of the Attorney-General before the Arbitrators, 
post).—G. E. L.] 
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described in the said Act as follows, that is to say: Having set forth the westerly position 
of the southern boundary of the Province as extending along the River Ohio ‘ westward 
to the banks of the Mississippi’ the description continues from thence (i¢., the junction 
of the two rivers) ‘and northward to the southern boundary of the territory granted to the 
Merchants Adventurers of England trading to Hudson’s Bay.’ 

‘* Having determined the precise longitude, west of Greenwich, of the extreme point 
of land making the junction of the north and east banks respectively of the said river, 
you will proceed to ascertain and define the corresponding point of longitude or inter- 
section of the meridian passing through the said junction with the international boundary 
between Canada and the United States. 

_ “ Looking, however, to the tracing enclosed, marked A, intending to illustrate these 
instructions, it is evident that such meridian would intersect the international boundary 
in Lake Superior. 

‘‘ Presuming this to be the case, you will determine and locate the said meridian, the 
same being the westerly portion of the boundary in question, at such a point on the 
northerly shore of the said lake as may be nearest to the said international boundary, 
and from thence survey a line due south to deep water, making the same upon and across 
any and all points or islands which may intervene, and from the point on the main shore 
found as aforesaid, draw and mark a line due north to the southern boundary of the 
Hudson’s Bay Territory before mentioned. This will complete the survey of the westerly 
boundary line sought to be established. 

“You will then proceed to trace out, survey and mark, eastwardly, the aforementioned 
southern boundary of the territory granted to the Merchants Adventurers of England trading 
to Hudson’s Bay. 

“ This is well understood to be the height of land dividing the waters which flow into 
Hudson’s Bay from those emptying into the valleys of the Great Lakes, and forming the 
northern boundary of Ontario; and the same is to be traced and surveyed, following its 
various windings till you arrive at the angle therein between the Provinces of Ontario 
and Quebec, as the latter is at present bounded ; having accomplished which, the same 
will have been completed.” ‘ 

The Privy Council of Ontario on receiving a copy of above instructions advise the 
Dominion “that the Province of Ontario claims that the boundary line is very different 
from the one defined by the said instructions, and cannot consent to the prosecution of 
the Commission for the purpose of marking on the ground the line so defined, and that 
the Commissioner appointed by the Government of Ontario should be instructed to abstain 
from taking any further action under his commission. (Ont. Docts., pp. 340-1.) 

The boundaries that Ontario was willing to accept are set forth in an Order in 
Council. (Ont. Docts., p. 243.) 

Until the boundaries could be definitely adjusted, provisional boundaries were agreed 
upon on the 3rd of June, 1874, as follows:—On the west, the meridian line passing 
through the most easterly point of Hunter’s Island, run south until it meets the boundary 
line between the United States and Canada, and north until it intersects the fifty-first 
parallel of latitude; and the said fifty-first parallel of latitude shall be the conventional 
boundary of the Province of Ontario on the north. (Ont. Docts., p. 347.) 
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SUPPLEMENT TO DOMINION CASE.* 
(COPIED FROM DOCUMENTS FURNISHED BY THE FOREIGN OFFICE. )t 


M. de Vaudreuil was Governor of La Nouvelle France in 1755. 

General Wm. Shirley (as Mr. Shirley) was Captain-General and Commander-in-Chief 
of the Province of Massachusetts Bay in 1749, and in July of that year it was agreed 
that Commissaries should be appointed to define, in an amicable spirit, the boundaries. 
between the colonial possessions of Great Britain and France in North America. 

There is proof that Mr. Shirley was originally one of these Commissaries, and that 
Mr. Mildmay was the other ; for on the 21st September, 1750, a mémoire, signed « W, 
Shirley” and “W. Mildmay,” was presented to the French Commissaries, respecting the 
boundaries of Nova Scotia or Arcadia, under Art. 12 of the Treaty of Utrecht ; and on 
the 11th of January, 1751, a second mémoire on the same subject was signed by * W. 
Shirley ” and ““Wm. Mildmay,” as British Commissaries at Paris ; butit is evident that 
Mr. Shirley had ceased to be a Commissary in April, 1755; for on the 23rd J anuary, 
1753, a further mémoire was presented by the British Commissaries to the French Com- 
missaries respecting this same boundary ; but instead of its bearing the signatures of Mr. 
Shirley and Mr. Mildmay, it was signed “ Mildmay” and “ Ruvigny de Cosne.” 

Mr. Shirley had therefore no doubt returned to America, and Mr. Ruvigny de Cosne, 
who was British Chargé d’Affaires at Paris, in the absence of the Earl of Albemarle, 
had succeeded him as one of the British Commissioners. 

In May, 1755, the commission was still sitting at Paris. 

On the 14th of May of that year, a mémoire was delivered by the French Ambassa- 
dor in London (the Duke de Mirepoix) to the British Minister for Foreign Affairs, in 
which was laid down the following four points of discussion : 


1. Limits of Arcadia. 

2. Limits of Canada. 

3. The course and territory of the Ohio. 

4. The islands of St. Lucia, St. Vincent, Dominica and Tobago. 


With regard to the limits of Canada the mémoire ran as follows :-— 

“The Court of France have decisively rejected, and will always reject, the proposition 
which has been made by England, that the southern bank of the River St. Lawrence and 
Lakes Ontario and Erie shall serve as boundaries between the two nations. 

“Tt is necessary to establish asa base of negotiation relative to this Article, that the 
River St. Lawrence is the centre of Canada. This truth is justified by all titles, by all 
authors, and by possession. All that France will be able to admit, after having estab- 
lished this principle, which cannot be reasonably contradicted, is to examine, in regard to 
this object, whether the reciprocal convenience of the two nations can exact some parti- 
cular arrangement thereto,-in order to fix invariably the respective boundaries. 

“The only pretext the English make use of to colour their pretensions is drawn from 
Article 15 of the Treaty of Utrecht ; but in examining attentively all the expressions 
of that Article, it is evident that nothing is less founded than the inductions which the 
Court of London actually wish to draw from it. 

“1. It is only a question in this Article of the person of the savages, and not at all 
of their country, or pretended territory, since they have no determined territory, and the 
only knowledge they have of property is the actual use they make of the land they 
occupy to-day, and which they will cease perhaps to occupy to-morrow. 

“2. It would be absurd to pretend that every where where a savage, a friend or subject 
of one of the two Crowns, should make a passing residence, that country that he had 
dwelt in should belong to the Crown of which he might be the subject or the friend. 


* Report, Committee Ho. of Com., Can., 1880, pp. 256-262. 
+t [This parenthetical statement is from the supplement to the Dominion case. The paper has the 


signature ‘Edward Hertslet,’ (see post, p. 303.)—G. E. L.] 
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“3. The savages in question are free and independent, and there are none that could 
be called subjects of one or the other Crown ; the enunciation of the Treaty of Utrecht 
in this respect is incorrect, and cannot change the nature of things. It is certain that no 
Englishman would dare, without running the risk of being massacred, tell the Iroquois 
that they are subjects of England ; these savage nations govern themselves, and are as 
much, and more, friends and allies of France than of England ; several French families 
are even affiliated among the Iroquois, and have dwelt with them during the course of 
the last war, during which the five nations preserved the most exact neutrality. 

“4, Article 15 of the Treaty of Utrecht contains the same stipulations, as much 
in favour of the French as in favour of the English, and these stipulations are mutual ; 
the French could then sustain with a better title than the English pretend about the 
Iroquois, that the nations Abénaquises and Souriquoises, otherwise Micmacs, Malécites, 
Cannibas, etc., are subjects of France, and as there are some Souriquois who inhabit the 
extremity of the Peninsula of Cote, Cape Fourcher, and Cape Sable, it would follow that 
the French could pretend to form settlements there, with as much right as the English 
have formed them at Oswego, or Chouagen on the shores of Lake Ontario, in 1726 or 
1727, and consequently long after the peace of Utrecht; France has not ceased since 
that time to complain of that enterprise, and she relies upon the Fort of Chouagen being 
destroyed. 

“5, The Treaty of Utrecht has been ill interpreted in pretending that it would 
authorize the French and English to go and trade indiscriminately amongst all the savage 
nations, under pretext of subjection, alliance or friendship. This Article, well understood 
and well expounded, assures only the liberty of commerce which the savages can make 
among themselves, or with European nations, and does not at all authorize them to leave 
the confines of their colonies to go and trade with the savages. 

“6, Finally, this Article 15 conveys that it shall be settled that the American 
nations shall be reputed subjects or friends of the two Crowns. ‘This stipulation has not 
been executed, because, in fact, it is scarcely susceptible of execution, since such a savage 
nation, which to-day is friendly, to-morrow may become an enemy, and, consequently, the 
fixation which might have been appointed for it would be continually contradicted by 
fact. 

‘“ All that has just been exposed proves clearly that in discussing concerning the rules 
of the justice and right of Article 15 of the Treaty of Utrecht, it will be easy to destroy 
the false interpretations that have been given it ; it will not be less easy to demonstrate 
that the English should not be determined by any motive of interest to put forward the 
pretensions they have formed ; it is not a question in these vast regions of America, to 
dispute about a little more or a little less land. The essential interest is confined to two 
objects, that of security and that of commerce ; and the Court of France will be always 
disposed to concert, in these two respects, with that of London, equitable and solid 
arrangements as well for the present as for the future.” 


On the 7th of June following, the British Government returned a reply to this 
mémoire, repeating Article by Article, and with reference to the limits of Canada, said :— 

“Tt will be difficult to form a precise idea of what is called in the Memorial the centre 
of Canada, and still less can it be admitted as a base of negotiation that the River St. 
Lawrence is the centre of that Province; this is advanced without proof, and it is 
impossible that the course of a river of that length can form the centre of any country. 
Besides, Great Britain cannot grant that the country between the northern coast of the 
Bay of Fundy and the southern bank of the River St. Lawrence, which Great Britain 
has already offered to leave neutral, and not possessed by either of the two nations, in 
reserve for the borders that are proposed to be drawn for it, ought to be regarded or has 
ever been considered as a part of Canada, since the contrary has been demonstrated by 
authentic proofs. Neither can Great Britain admit that France has right to Lakes 
Ontario and Erie, and the Niagara River, and to the navigation of these waters exclu- 
sively, since it is evident, by incontestable facts, that the subjects of Great Britain and 
of France, as well as the Five Nations Iroquois, have indiscriminately made use of the 
navigation of these lakes and this river, according as occasions and convenience have 
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required ; but as regards a piece situated on the south bank of the River St. Lawrence, 
exclusive of that already proposed to be left neutral, the boundaries of which are in 
dispute between the two nations or their respectieve colonies, the Court of Great Britain 
is ready to enter into a discussion in regard to this, and to fix the limits of it by an 
amicable negotiation, but without prejudice, nevertheless, to the rights and possessions 
of any of these five nations. 

‘‘With regard to the exposition that is made in the French Memorial, of the 15th 
Article of the Treaty of Utrecht, the Court of Great Britain does not conceive that it is 
authorized either by the words or the intention of that Article. 

“1. The Court of Great Britain cannot admit that this Article only has regard 
to the person of the savages, and not their country ; the words of that Treaty are clear 
and precise, viz.: The Five Nations or Cantons Indians are subject to the rule of Great 
Britain, which, by the accepted exposition of all treaties, must have reference to the 
country as well as to the person of the inhabitants; France has recognized this most 
solemnly ; she has well weighed the importance of that avowal at the time of the signature 
of this Treaty, and Great Britain can never depart from it; the countries possessed by 
these Indians are very well known, and are not at all as indeterminate as is pretended in 
the Memorial ; they possess and transfer them, as other proprietors do everywhere else. 

‘2. Great Britain has never pretended that the country in which a savage should 
make a passing residence would belong to the Crown whose subject or friend he might be. 

‘3. However free and independent the savages in question may be (which is'a point 
which the Court of Great Britain does not at all wish to discuss), they can only be 
regarded as subjects of Great Britain, and treated as such by France in particular, since 
she has solemnly engaged herself by the Treaty of Utrecht, renewed and confirmed in 
the best form by that of Aix-la-Chapelle, to regard them as such; the nature of things 
is not changed by the Treaty of Utrecht. The same people, the same country, exist still ; 
but the acknowledgment made by France of the subjection of the Iroquois to Great 
Britain is a perpetual proof of her right in this respect, which can never be disputed 
with her by France. 

“4. It is true that the 20th Article of the Treaty of Utrecht contains the same 
stipulations in favour of the French as in favour of the English, with regard to such 
Indian nations as shall be deemed, after the conclusion of this Treaty, by Commissaries, 
to be subjects of Great Britain or of France ; but as to what is mentioned of the five 
nations or Cantons Iroquois, France has distinctly and specifically declared by the said 
15th Article that they are subjects of Great Britain, ‘ Magne Britannie imperio 
subjecte,’ and consequently this is a point to be no more disputed about. 

‘5. In whatever manner one interprets the Treaty of Utrecht with respect to the 
trade which will be permitted the English and French to carry on indiscriminately with 
the savage nations, it is nevertheless very certain that such a general trade is by no 
means forbidden by this Treaty. It is an ordinary and natural right to transact business 
with one’s own subjects, allies or friends; but to come in force into the territories 
belonging to the subjects or allies of another Crown, to build forts there, to deprive them 
of their territories and to appropriate them, is not and will not be authorized by any | 
pretension, not even by the most uncertain of all, viz., convenience. However, such are 
the forts of Frederick, Niagara, Presqu’isle, Riviére-aux-beeufs, and all those that have 
been built on the Oyo and in the adjacent countries. Whatever pretext France can 
allege for regarding these countries as dependencies of Canada, it is certainly true that 
they have belonged to, and (inasmuch as they have not been ceded or transferred to the 
English) belong still to the same Indian nations that France has agreed, by the 20th 
Article of the Treaty of Utrecht, not to molest, ‘ Millo in posterum impedimento aut 
molestia affictant.’ 

“6. It has already been proved that France has, by the express words of the said 
Treaty, fully and absolutely recognized the Iroquois as subjects of Great Britain. It would 
not have been as difficult as is pretended in the Memorial to come to an agreement on 
the subjects of the other Indians, if, among the many Commissions which have emanated 
to settle this point, there had been a mutual disposition to come to aconclusion. The acts 
of these Commissions have sufficiently shown the true reasons which have prevented the 
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execution of the 15th Article of the Treaty of Utrecht, without recourse to an imaginary 
supposition, as if the Treaty was not capable of being executed ; a supposition which is 
evidently destroyed by the Treaty itself with regard to the Iroquois nations.” 


On the 22nd of July, 1755, Monsieur de Mirepoix, the French Ambassador, left 
England by order of his Court, without taking leave ; consequently, on the same day, Mr. 
de Cosne was instructed by His Britannic Majesty’s Government to quit France imme- 
diately without taking leave, and to repair to England, which he did on the 25th, and 
arrived in England, with all his public papers, on the 31st of the same month. 

Negotiations were accordingly suspended, and on the 17th of May, 1756, war was 
declared by Great Britain against France ; followed, on the 9th of June, by a French 
ordonnance declaring war against England. 

No further reports than those above described would appear to have been made to 
the Government by the English Commissaries between the lst of April, 1755, and 
March, 1756. 

The following is an account of what passed between the 26th March and 20th 
September, 1761: 

On the 26th of March, 1761, the Duc de Choiseul, in the name of the King of France, 
addressed the King of Great Britain, through Mr. Pitt, a letter, communicating proposals 
as to the basis of negotiations for a separate peace between England and France, in 
addition to those pending to secure a general European peace. 

On the 8th of April, the British reply was forwarded to the Duke, containing ‘the 
views of the Court. of St. James as to the proper basis to be established, in which 
willingness was expressed to receive an Envoy duly authorized to enter into negotiations. 
The result of this was, that M. de Bussy was appointed French Minister to London, and 
Mr. Hans Stanley was sent ina similar capacity from Great Britain to Paris; these 
diplomatists arriving at their respective posts early m June of the same year. 

Negotiations were immediately set on foot for the conclusion of peace between 
France and England ; but the chief difficulty in arriving at an amicable understanding 
consisted in the desire of the French to retain the fisheries at and near Cape Breton. 

On the question of Canada, under date of the 17th June, the Duke de Choiseul 
had demanded that the boundary of Canada in that part of the Ohio which is regulated 
by the water-line, and so clearly defined by the Treaty under discussion, be so estab- 
lished, that there may not be any contestation between the two nations as to the said 
boundary. 

On the 26th June, the above proposal of the Duc de Choiseul, as to the fixation of 
new limits to Canada towards the Ohio, was rejected by Great Britain on the grounds 
that it was “captious and insidious; thrown out in hopes, if agreed to, to shorten 
thereby the extent of Canada, and to lengthen the boundaries of Louisiana, and in the 
view to establish what must not be admitted, namely, that all that was not Canada was 
Louisiana, whereby all the intermediate nations and countries, the true barrier to each 
Province, would be given up to France.” 

The intentions of the Court of St. James were further fully set forth, as to Canada, 
‘in. the following passage of the same letter :— 

“First, then, the King will never depart from the total and entire cession, on the 
part of France, without new limits or any exception whatever, of all Canada and its 
dependencies.” 

On the 29th June Mr. Stanley reported that “the southern bounds of Canada were 
to be so settled as to give that Province entire and unmutilated to Great Britain, such as 
France, in short, held it in all respects ;” and on the Ist July he stated that “it was 
agreed that Canada, as that Province was determined by their (French) geographers and 
historians, as well as by the respective civil and military Departments, should be ceded 
undismembered and entire to Great Britain.” 

In his despatch of the 14th July, 1761, Mr. Stanley forwarded a Mémoire containing 
proposals from the Duc de Choiseul, Art. 1 of which ran as follows :— 

“J, The King cedes and guarantees Canada to the King of England, such as it has 
been, and in right ought to be possessed by France, without restriction, and without the 
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liberty of returning upon any pretence whatever against this cession or guaranty, and ~ 
without interrupting the Crown of England in the entire possession of Canada.” 

It must, however, be remembered that other questions of great importance bearing 
on European interests were involved in these negotiations for peace ; and as difficulties 
were offered by France to the British proposals, on the 25th July Mr. Stanley was 
instructed to present an ultimatum from Great Britain, the first poimt of which related 
to Canada, and declared that ‘‘ His Britannic Majesty would never depart from the total 
and entire cession on the part of France, without new limits, or any exception whatever, 
of all Canada and its dependencies.” 

The reply of France to this ultimatum was transmitted home in Mr. Stanley’s 
despatch of the 4th August which contained the following clause with regard to 
Canada : 

“The King consents to cede Canada to England in the most extensive form, as 
specified in the memorial of propositions.” 

Nevertheless, the replies of the French Government to the other demands were not 
deemed satisfactory, and Mr. Stanley, assuming that the Treaty had failed, stated in his 
despatch of the 6th August, that he was “convinced that the sole cause of the failure 
was the determined resistance of the French as to the entire concession of the fishery.” 

M. de Bussy was, as has been stated, at this time French Minister in London, and 
on the 18th August he furnished to Mr. Pitt a memo. upon the limits of Louisiana, 
which bore upon the limits of Canada, and ran thus: 

“On the limits of Louisiana. 

“To fix the limits of Louisiana towards the English Colonies and Canada, a line 
should be drawn which will extend from Rio Perdido, between the Bay of Mobile and 
that of Pensacola, passing by Fort Toulouse in the Alibamons, and which, being pro- 
longed by the western point of Lake Erie, will enclose the river of the Miamis, and by 
the eastern extremity of Lake Huron will go and meet the high lands on the side of 
Hudson’s Bay towards the Lake of Abitibis, from whence the line will be continued 
from east to west up to and comprising Lake Superior.” 

Instructions, however, accompanied by an ultimatum, were transmitted under date 
the 27th August, 1761, to Mr. Stanley, in which it was laid down that these limits could 
not be acceded to, and Mr. Pitt, in alluding to the conduct of France, stated that among 
the reasons whereby British cowfidence had been: shaken, was ‘the claiming, as 
Louisiana, with an effrontery unparalleled, vast regions which the Marquis of Vaudreuil 
had surrendered to General Amherst, as Canada, and defined himself, with his own hand,* 
as comprehended in the government of that Province where he commanded :” and Mr, 
Pitt gave the following definition of the boundaries of Canada, as set forth by M. de 
Vaudreuil : 

‘Canada, according to the line of its limits traced by the Marquis de Vaudreuil 
himself, when this Governor-General surrendered, by capitulation, the said Province to 
the British General, Chevalier Amherst, comprises, on one side, Lakes Huron, Michigan 
and Superior, and the said line, drawn from Lake Rouge, embraces by a tortuous course 
the River Ouabache (Wabash) up to its junction with the Ohio, and from there extends 
the length of this river inclusively, until its confluence into the Mississippi ;” and on 
this detinition of the limits of Canada, its cession was claimed; a copy of M. de 
Vaudreuil’s map being sent to Mr. Stanley for reference, together with an extract of a 
letter from General Amherst, dated 4th October, 1760, bearing upon that subject. 

Annexed hereto will be found a further copy of that map of M. de Vaudreuil, to 
which Mr. Pitt referred, which has been made from the original enclosed by General 
Amherst in his despatch of 4th October, 1760, from which document also the following 
extracts have been taken :— 

“The Government of Canada includes Lakes Huron, Michigan and Superior, as you 
will see by the enclosed sketch, the red line being marked by the Marquis de Vaudreuil.* 

“The above State is taken only from the part beginning above the Island of Montreal, 
with the Cedars and Vaudreuil on the north-west of the River St. Lawrence, and Chateau- 


* [The correspondence (Mills’ revised Report, pp. 51-4) shews that the Marquis de Vaudreuil traced no 
limits.—G. E. L.] 
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Gay on the south-east, and ends with Berthier on the north-west of the river, the Island 
of Dupas and Sorel on the south-east.” 


“The Government of Trois Rivieres joins that of Montreal with Maskenongy on the 
north-west, and Yamaska on the south-east, and ends with Ste. Anne on the north-west, 
and Ste. Pierre de Becquit on the south-east of the River St. Lawrence.” 

“The Government of Quebec begins with Grondines on the north-west and de 
Chaillon on the south-east, and takes in all the parishes from there down the River St. 
Lawrence.” 

It is further recorded on the 2nd September, the Marquis de Vaudreuial’s map was 
shown to the Duc de Choiseul by Mr. Stanley, and that the bounds of Canada were 
agreed upon as therein stated. This fact is further substantiated by a passage in Mr. 
Stanley’s despatch of the 4th of that month, which runs as follows - 

‘The Duc de Choiseul complained that the bounds of Canada were laid down very 
unfavourably to France, in the description which your Memorial contains, alleging (sic) 
that there had been disputes between the Marquis de Vaudreuil and the Governor of 
Louisiana with regard to the limits of their two Provinces, wherein the former, being 
the more able and the more active, had greatly enlarged his jurisdiction. He added, how- 
ever, that though many such objections might be made, it had been the intention of the 
King his master to make the most full and complete cession of Canada, and that he 
consented in his name to those limits. I then produced the map you sent me, and it was 
agreed that this Province should remain to Britain, as it is there delineated.” 

The last Mémoire of France to England, in these negotiations, is dated 9th Septem- 
ber, and was delivered by M. de Bussy to Mr. Pitt on the 14th. 

The Ist Article fully confirms the acceptance by France of the de Vaudreuil* map, 
and states as follows :— 

“The King has declared in his first Memorial of propositions, and in his ultimatum, 
that he will cede and guarantee to England the possession of Canada, in the most ample 
manner. His Majesty still persists in that offer, and without discussing the line of its 
imits marked on a map presented by Mr. Stanley, —as that line, on which England rests 
its demands, is without doubt the most extensive bound which can be given to the cession, 
—the King is willing to grant it.” 

On September 15th, in consequence of the non-acceptance by France of the terms 
offered by Great Britain, instructions were sent to the British Minister at Paris to 
demand his passports, and on the 21st a passport was sent to M. de Bussy, the French 
Envoy in London. 

On the 20th, Mr. Stanley received his passport, together with an assurance that the 
King of France would be found at any time willing to re-open these negotiations, which 
were in effect resumed the following year ; for on the 29th August, 1762, the French King 
despatched the Duc de Nivernois to London to carry over the peace propositions ; and 
as a result, preliminary Articles of Peace were signed at Fontainebleau on the 3rd 
November, 1762. 

From these is given the following extract :— 

‘“‘His Majesty renounces all the pretensions that he had formerly formed, or could 
form, for New Scotland or Acadia, in all its parts, and guarantees it quite entire and 
with all its dependencies to the King of Great Britain. Besides, his very Christian 
Majesty cedes and guarantees to his said Britannic Majesty, in all its entirety, Canada, 
with all its dependencies, as well as the Island of Cape Breton and all the other islands 
in the Gulf and River St. Lawrence, without restriction, without his being free to come 
back upon this cession and guarantee, under any pretext, nor to trouble Great Britain in 
the aforementioned possessions.” 

Epwarp Hervrsier. 

Foreign Office, April 27th, 1878. 


* on the 30th November, weeks after the cessation of these negotiations, M. de Vaudreuil 
nadena letter to the Duc de Choiseul, which was published, as stated in the Annual Register of 1761, 
“to quiet the minds of the people,” and in which the Marquis stated that what he was charged with by the 
English as regards the limits of Canada was entirely false and groundless, and that nothing passed in writing 
on that head, nor was any line drawn on any map. —An. Reg., 1761, pp. 267, 268. 

(This note is from the Supplement to the Dominion case.—G. E, L.] 


304 ARGUMENT OF THE ATTORNEY-GEN, OF ONT. BEFORE THE ARBITRATORS, 1878: 


REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS BEFORE THE ARBITRATORS IN THE 
MATTER OF THE BOUNDARIES OF THE PROVINCE OF ONTARIO, 
AT OTTAWA, Ist, 2xnv, 3nv AUGUST, 1878.* 


Arbitrators - 


The Right Honourable Sir Edward Thornton, 
The Honourable Sir Francis Hincks, and 
The Honourable the Chief Justice of Ontario. 


Counsel for Ontario : 
The Hon. Oliver Mowat, A.G., Ont., and Mr. Thomas Hodgins, Q.C. 
Counsel for the Dominion: 


Mr. Hugh MacMahon, Q.C., and Mr. E. C. Monk. 


ARGUMENT OF THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL OF ONTARIO. 


The Hon. Oliver Mowat, Attorney-General of Ontario, opened the case for Ontario, 
He said :—I have embodied in the printed ‘‘ Statement of the Case of the Province of 
Ontario”} the substance of the principal grounds on which I think that the Province is 
entitled to the bounds northerly and westerly which we claim. I have also, for facility 
of reference, had printed in a book, of which the arbitrators have copies, the statutes, 
documents, and other matter which seemed to bear on the subject, whether favourably or 
unfavourably to our claim. Ido not mean to attempt now an exhaustive statement of 
all that is material, but purpose confining myself to stating some grounds which seem to 
me to be quite sufficient, and more than sufficient, to sustain our claim, although there 
are others of perhaps not less importance that might be dwelt upon. I do not mean 
even to answer at present all the points which have been set forth in the case for the 
Dominion ; some of them I shall refer to, and if any of those not referred to seem to 
make any impression upon the arbitrators, I shall have an opportunity in my reply to 
remark upon them. 

The 6th section of the British North America Act provides that that part of the 
Province of Canada ‘‘whioh formerly constituted the Province of Upper Canada, shall 
constitute.the Province of Ontario ;’ the Province of Canada was by the Union Act of 
1840 constituted of the Provinces of Upper and Lower Canada. The line of division 
between these Provinces had been settled in 1791 by an Order in Council, and extended in 
manner therein described to the ‘“‘ boundary line” of Hudson’s Bay. By the same Order 
in Council, Upper Canada was to include ‘all the territory to the westward and south- 
ward of the said line to the utmost extent of the country commonly called or known by 
the name of Canada.” Ail of the Province of Canada which lies west of the line of division 
belongs to Upper Canada, as all which lies east of the same division line belongs to the 
Province of Quebec. Ontario has the same limits as Upper Canada had, and the same 
limits as west of the division line the Province of Canada had, and as the Dominion of 
Canada had before its purchase of the rights of the Hudson’s Bay Company. In 1870 the 
Dominion acquired these rights, as also the “ North-Western Territory,” in addition to 
the territory which the Province of Upper Canada and the Province of Canada had had. 
The question for the arbitrators is as to the westerly and northerly boundaries of the 
Province of Ontario, or of the Province of Upper Canada. 

It will be convenient before entering upon the argument, to point out upon the 
produced map by Mr. Devine, the principal points which come in question in the discus- 


* Printed by C. Blackett Robinson, Toronto, 1880. See also Report of Committee of the House of Com- 
mons, Can., 1880, pp. 262-291, 301-337. 


+ [To be found at p. 267, ante.—G. E. L.] 
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sion. ‘This map has been prepared to assist the arbitrators in following the arguments 
addressed to them. It is in the main correct, although I have discovered two or’ three 
unimportant inaccuracies. On this map is marked the line of division between Upper 
and Lower Canada, which line runs northerly into Lake Temiscaming and thence due 
north to the boundary line or shore of Hudson’s Bay. In regard to that line, 1 suppose 
there will be no dispute. 

The westerly boundary of the Province, according to the present claim of the 
Dominion, has also been marked upon the map ; it is a line drawn due north from the 
confluence of the Ohio and the Mississippi and in longitude about 89° 94". The provi- 
sional line of 1874 is the next on the map westward, but is not of any importance for our 
present purpose ; it was found necessary, until the right boundary should be decided, that 
a line should be agreed upon provisionally, to the east of which the Province should make 
its grants of land, and to the west of which grants by the Dominion might be made. 
(Book of Documents, p. 347.) The next line westwardly is that running to the most 
north-western angle of the Lake of the Woods, near the Province of Manitoba ; that 
point.is very nearly in the meridian of Turtle Lake, and of Lake Itasca, both of which 
lakes have been regarded as sources of the Mississippi, and are very nearly in the same 
longitude. 

Ontario claims that it is clear that its western boundary line is no farther east than 
the meridian of the most north-western angle of the Lake of the Woods, and that the only 
question on the western side of the Province is as to how much (if any) territory we are 
entitled to west of that meridian. 

With regard to the northern boundary; we claim it to be certain that it is not south 
of the shore of James’ Bay, or of the most north-westerly point of the Lake of the Woods; 
as to the exact extent of the Province to the north of those points there may be more 
difficulty. The statute of 1774, usually called the “Quebec Act,” added a considerable 
territory to the Province of Quebec, and purported to give as the northern boundary of 
that Province, the territory granted to the Hudson’s Bay Company ; how far that terri- 
tory extended has never been definitely ascertained. We have examined whatever docu- 
mentary evidence there is which might throw light on this question, and we have also had 
a pretty exhaustive examination made of the various maps published before the present 

“century. An analysis of the maps has been printed at p. 135 and on subsequent pages of 
the Book of Documents ; and the produced map by Mr. Devine shows the principal lines. 
The most northerly is one which, in 1701, the Hudson’s Bay Company unsuccessfully 
claimed for its southern boundary ; and the next is the line they had asked for without 
Success in the previous year, 1700. All of the other northerly lines marked on this map 
are at the westerly side placed to the north of the Lake of the Woods ; most of them are 
several hundred miles to the north of that lake ; while on the east they are south of James’ 
Bay and of the point to which the Royal Commissions bring us there. None of these 
northerly lines has the authority of a treaty or a statute or an agreement. One line is 
marked on certain maps as “bounds of Hudson’s Bay by the Treaty of Utrecht;” but 
that was a mistake of the geographers ; it must be admitted that the bounds were not 
settled by the Treaty of Utrecht. 

The claim of Ontario is precisely the same as had always been made for the Province 
before the Dominion of Canada purchased the rights of the Hudson’s Bay Company. 
Controversies on the subject took place between the Hudson’s Bay Company and the Province 
of Canada, and afterwards between that Company and the Dominion of Canada. During 
these controversies able papers were written wherein the claims of Canada were set forth ; 
and I rely upon the arguments contained in these papers though not now repeating 
them all. 
| Opinions of some learned lawyers having been given in favour of the claim of the 
Hudson’s Bay Company, these were controverted in the official papers on behalf of Canada ; 
those opinions were given on inaccurate and partial representations of the facts ; new 
evidence in favour of our claim has been obtained since ; but upon the evidence collected 
before 1856, we have on our side the opinions of other eminent lawyers, and the opinion 
of the late Chief Justice Draper. The opinion of the Chief Justice was formed and com- 
municated when he was in his prime ; he was one of the ablest judges in Canada, and had 
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given great attention to this subject. He was sent to England by the Canadian Govern- 
ment to watch over the interests of the Province; he had access to private sources of 
information, some of which we have been able to reproduce now ; and the opinion that 
he formed was arrived at upon a fuller knowledge of the facts than had existed on the 
part of any court or counsel who had theretofore given attention to the matter and whose 
opinions we are in possession of. The opinion was communicated to the Government here 
not expressed in controversy with an adversary ; and it is very cautiously expressed ; it 
does not go as far as the Province was claiming ; he did not think the evidence sufficient 
to give a line to the Rocky Mountains (as the Province claimed), but expressed the 
opinion—his ‘‘confident hope”—that a decision by the Privy Council would give “to 
Canada a clear right west to the line of the Mississippi, and some considerable distance 
north of what the Hudson’s Bay Company claim, though not any territory west of the 
westernmost head of the Mississippi River,” which is very near the Rocky Mountains. 
The opinion will be found at page 391 of our Book of Documents. 

Sir Edward Thornton—The law officers of the Crown in England strongly recom- 
mended an appeal to the Privy Council, but that was not done. The writer of this extract 
seems to have expected that there would be a decision of the Privy Council, and I would 
like to know why the case was not referred. 

Chief Justice Harrison—It was probably delayed by negotiations. 

The Attorney-General—There were constant negotiations going on from that time, and 
the matter was one which, however clear the right might be thought to be, it was. con- 
sidered desirable to settle by compromise. 

Sir Edward Thornton—But it was not compromised. 

The Attorney-General—It was compromised twelve years afterwards. My learned 
friend, Mr. Hodgins, reminds me that one thing which prevented the reference was that 
the Government here thought the question ought to be referred by the British Govern- 
ment—that the Province ought not to have the responsibility of it ; at all events the delay 
was only twelve years from this time—not a great while to be negotiating about a 
continent of territory. . 

Mr. MacMahon—I can answer further in regard to that. The Province of Canada _ 
refused to submit anything but the validity of the Charter of the Hudson’s Bay Company 
to the Council ; they refused to submit the question of the boundaries. 

The Attorney-General—The adverse opinions were founded upon the Company’s ex 
parte statements of the facts, and one of the allegations was that the Hudson’s Bay Com- 
pany had been always in possession of the territory. Now, it is a familiar principle with 
regard to old statutes or charters, that the interpretation of them is governed by the con- © 
temporaneous exposition they received, and by the acts of the parties under them. Ifthe 
fact was, that, from 1670 to the time when these opinions were called for, there had been 
an. actual possession by the Hudson’s Bay Company of the whole territory which they 
claimed, there could be little question of their right to such territory. It would be absurd 
to suppose that, as a matter of law and legal construction, the Company could be deprived | 
of property which they had for nearly two centuries “claimed and exercised dominion 
over” under their grants, as absolute and undisputed proprietors of the soil. But we 
deny that there was any such claim, dominion or possession, by the Company of the terri- 
tory now in question, for’ more than a century after 1670; the principal ground upon — 
which the opinions referred to must have proceeded was not in accordance with the facts. - 
We have in our book the Company’s statement. I refer to page 288:—“ Under this grant © 
the Company have always claimed and exercised dominion as absolute proprietors of the: 
soil in the territories understood to be embraced by the terms of the grant, and which are” 
more particularly defined in the accompanying map; and they have also claimed and* 
enjoyed the exclusive right of trading in those territories.” The map referred to claims” 
up to the height of land. No lawyer, upon that statement, could come to any other con- © 
clusion than did the law officers. In some of the earlier as well as the more recent 
of the legal opinions, express reference was made to the importance of knowing how — 
much of this territory had been in possession of the Hudson’s Bay Company, and it was — 
stated in them that an old charter of this kind, especially an ambiguous one, should not 
be interpreted without reference to that fact. i 
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~ No adverse legal opinion has been given on the facts that are now before the arbitra- 
tors. On the other hand, we have the opinion of a very distinguished judge, who was 
aware of all the material facts in favour of the Company’s contention—although not of all 
the facts in favour of the Province,—and who gave that opinion after having been exclu- 
sively occupied several months with the subject. However, the arbitrators are not bound 
by that opinion. © They will give whatever weight they may consider due to it ; but they 
will consider for themselves whether the opinion was right or wrong. 

On entering now upon some discussion of the evidence, I submit that, inasmuch as 
the Province of Ontario is now claiming what had always been claimed before by the 
Province of Canada, and by the Dominion of Canada likewise, I am entitled to ask the 
arbitrators to take that claim to be prima facie correct and well founded. ‘The Dominion 
is one of the two parties to this controversy, and we put in evidence the official statements 
of the representatives of the Dominion repeatedly made ; we show what position they took 
in regard to this question, what assertions they made, and what they claimed, up to the 
very last moment before becoming purchasers of the Hudson’s Bay Company’s rights. I 
do not say this is conclusive, that it estops the Dominion from saying that their conten- 
tion had been wrong, false or mistaken, but I do say that their demands before buying out 
the Company throw the burden on the Dominion of showing that in all those antecedent 
discussions and statements they had been wrong. I start with the strongest presumption 
in my favour when I show that before they made that purchase, the Dominion of Canada 
had taken the position which I now take, had made the assertions which I now make, had 
used many of the arguments which I now use, and had considered that those arguments 
were incapable of being answered. To take a single example, what did the Dominion 
Ministers say in their letter to the Colonial Minister on the 16th J anuary, 186917 (Book 
of Documents, p. 324.) They expressly claimed ‘‘that the boundaries of Upper Canada 
on the north and west” included “all the territory to the westward and southward of the 
boundary line of Hudson’s Bay to the utmost extent of the country commonly called or 
known by the name of Canada ;” and that ‘“ Whatever doubt may exist as to the utmost 
extent of old or French Canada, no impartial investigator of the evidence in the case can 
doubt that it extended to and included the country between the Lake of the Woods and 
Red River.” 
| But I shall show that, if I had no presumption in my favour, the conclusions which 
I desire the arbitrators to arrive at are the conclusions which they cannot but arrive at 
in view of all the facts. 

In 1763 France ceded to England “Canada with all its dependencies,” reserving only 
such part of what had been known as Canada as lay west of the Mississippi. The treaty 
will be found at page 18 of our Book of Documents. The watershed between the Missouri 
and the Mississippi rivers had been the boundary between Canada and Louisiana when 
both were owned by France, and by the treaty of 1763 the River Mississippi was agreed 
to as the future boundary between the English and French possessions in that quarter ; 
the language of the treaty being, “that the confines between [France and England] in 
that part of the world shall be fixed irrevocably by a line drawn along the middle of the 
River Mississippi from its source [etc.], to the sea.” Very soon after this treaty, viz., on 
7th October, 1763, the Province of Quebec was erected by Royal Proclamation, but the 
Province. as then constituted took in very little of what was afterwards Upper Canada 
and what is now Ontario; the most north-westerly point was Lake Nipissing; the whole 
of the territory adjacent to the great lakes was excluded. In 1774 the boundaries of 
Quebec were enlarged by the Quebec Act. That Act recited that ‘ by the arrangements 
made by the said Royal Proclamation a very large extent of territory, within which 
were several colonies and settlements of subjects of France, who claimed to remain therein 
under the faith of the said treaty, was left without any provision being made for the 
administration of. civil government therein.” The Act therefore provided that ‘ all the 
territories, islands and countries in North America belonging to the Crown of Great 
Britain, bounded on the south by a line” therein described, from the Bay of Chaleurs to 
“the River Ohio, and along the bank of the said river, westward, to the banks of the 
Mississippi, and northward to the southern boundary of the territory granted to the | 
Merchants Adventurers of England trading into Hudson’s Bay,” etc., “be, and they are 


308 ARGUMENT OF THE ATTORNEY-GEN. OF ONT. BEFORE THE ARBITRATORS, 1878: 


hereby, during His Majesty’s pleasure, annexed to and made part and parcel of the Prov- 
ince of Quebec as created and established by the said Royal Proclamation of the 7th 
October, 1763.” What territory was embraced in this description? The Dominion con- 
tends now that the expression ‘‘ northward to the southern boundary ” of the Hudson’s 
Bay Territory, meant a line drawn from the confluence of the two rivers due north, which 
would be in longitude about 89° 93’ west; that the old Province of Quebec contained no 
territory west of that line; and that the Province of Upper Canada or the Province of 
Canada contained none. The only pretence for this argument is the word “ northward ” 
in this statute. Reasons as strong and indisputable as possible in favour of a more 
westerly boundary are afforded by the other language of the statute; by the surrounding 
circumstances ; and by subsequent transactions. 

Look first at the statute itself. It will be found at page 3 of the Book of Documents. 
The enactment is as follows :—“ That all the territories, islands and countries in North 
America, belonging to the Crown of Great Britain, bounded on the south by a line from the 
Bay of Chaleurs,” etc., “until it strike the River Ohio, and along the bank of the said river, 
westward, to the banks of the Mississippi, and northward to the southern boundary of 
the territory granted to the Merchants Adventurers of England, trading to Hudson’s Bay; 
and also all such territories, islands and countries, which have, since the 10th day of 
February, 1763, been made part of the Government of Newfoundland—he, and they are 
hereby, during His Majesty’s pleasure, annexed to, and made part and parcel of the Prov- 
ince of Quebec as created and established by the said Royal Proclamation of the 7th day 
of October, 1763.” 

Now, in the first place, the word “ northward ” does not necessarily mean due north. 
In descriptions in the ordinary deeds and documents with which we are familiar, the 
word “northward” is constantly used as meaning any northerly direction—either due 
north, or towards the north-west or the north-east. Then in another part of the descrip- 
tion a corresponding word is used in the sense in which I say this word “ northward” 
should be used, for after the description brings the line to the River Ohio, it goes on thus : 
‘along the river westward to the banks of the Mississippi.” Here the word “westward” 
is used, not in the sense of due west, but of a line following the sinuosities of the River 
Ohio. Further, we have in the same description the expression “directly west.” We 
have thus a word corresponding to “northward ”—namely, ‘“‘ westward”—meaning not 
due west, but in a westerly direction ; and we have the words “due west” and ‘‘ right 
line” when Parliament meant due west and in a straight line. These considerations 
remove any presumption that Parliament when saying northward, must necessarily be 
taken to have meant due north. All the territories, islands and countries in North 
America belonging to the Crown of Great Britain, which was assigned in 1774 to the 
Province of Quebec, are bounded on the south by the line described, to the banks of the 
Mississippi ; and what we say is that “‘northwards” meant the whole territory north- 
ward from the south line so described. The south line is given, and the statute describes 
what territory that south line is intended to include—all the territories belonging to Great 
Britain northward to the Hudson’s Bay Company’s territory. 

The surrounding facts bearing on the question place the intention beyond doubt. 
First, observe that the recital declares the object of the Act to be, to give to the Province 
more extensive boundaries than it had by the Proclamation: ‘ Whereas by the arrange- 
ments made by the said Royal Proclamation, a very large extent of territory, within 
which were several colonies and settlements of the subjects of France who claimed to 
remain therein under the faith of the said treaty, was left without any provision being 
made for the administration of civil government therein.” Where were these colonies and 
settlements? There is no room for question that if you take the due north line as the 
westerly boundary, you do not include in the Province many of these French colonies and 
settlements. A large number of them, containing a large population, are given in Mr. 
Mill’s book ; and by looking at the produced map by Mr. Devine, the Arbitrators will see 
the number of forts which, with the populations in their neighbourhood, would be excluded. 
It is thus an historical fact, utterly beyond controversy, that a line due north from the 
confluence of the Ohio and Mississippi, would leave between that line and the Mississippi 
a large number of colonies and settlements for which it was intended by the 
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statute to provide civil government. Assume that the word “northward” is ambiguous, as 
certainly it does not necessarily mean due north, we remove all doubt by showing from 
the statute what the intention was, and by showing that that intention would not be 
carried out by a due north line. 

Further, if I had not the recital in the statute ; if I did not know from history that 
there were colonies and settlements there, which the recital shows that it was intended to 
include ; if all I knew was that we had this ambiguous word, and that the British pos- 
sessions at the time of the passing of the Act‘ extended along the banks of the Mis- 
sissippi to its source, that fact would afford sufficient ground for presuming that the 
word “northward” was intended to include whatever British possessions there were 
there. 

“In the interpretation of statutes, the interpreter must, in order to understand the 
subject matter, and the scope and object of the enactment, call to his aid all those external 
and historical facts which are necessary for the purpose.” (Maxwell on Statutes, pp. 20, 
21.) It is presumed that the circumstances which led to the Act, the Bill introduced, 
and the proceedings of Parliament thereon, can be looked at for the purpose of the present 
controversy, as the discussions on the negotiations for a treaty are looked at to remove 
_ any doubt to which the language of the treaty might give rise. The proceedings in Par- 
lament are printed at page 299 of the Book of Documents ; and the debate on the Bill 
shows that, as a matter of fact, the intention of the measure was understood on both sides 
of the House to be that the Mississippi, and no due north line, should be the western 
boundary. The Bill originated in the Lords, and the Bill, as it came down from that 
House, was clear as to the Mississippi being the western boundary. The Bill described 
the Province as “all the territories, etc., heretofore forming a part of the territory of 
Canada in North America, extending southward to the banks of the River Ohio, westward 
to the banks of the Mississippi, and northward to the southern boundary of the territory 
granted to the” Hudson’s Bay Company. (Page 302.) Under that description the 
present question would not be arguable. There is no reference there to a due north line 
from the confluence of the Ohio and Mississippi; and it will not be argued that any terri- 
tory there belonging to Great Britain was to be left without any government or without 
any provision made by the statute for its government. 

The description was altered in the Commons. Why was it altered?. Was it in order 
that the banks of the Mississippi should not be the western boundary ? By no means; no 
member objected to that boundary. It appears beyond question from the debate, that all 
parties, those in favour of and those opposed to the Bill, concurred in regarding the west- 
ern boundary as being properly the Mississippi River to its source (that being, as I have 
said, the boundary also between the possessions of France and England), and that the 
only reason for the change was the desire of Mr. Burke—who was at that time agent for 
the Province of New York—to settle the boundary between the Province of Quebec and 
the Province of New York. He thought that the Province of New York might suffer if 
the Crown was left to settle its boundaries, and he therefore wanted the statute to settle 
them ; but no proposal was made by him, or by anybody else, that the territory of the 
Province of Quebec should be less extensive towards the west. We have Mr. Burke’s 

letter, written after the Act had passed, and in which he gives an account to his constitu- 
ents of the Province of New York of what he had done for them. He points out what 
was wrong in the Bill as first introduced—namely, the difficulty as between the French 
Province of Quebec and the English Province of New York—in a region of country far 
away from the Mississippi ; and he tells what he did for the purpose of removing that 
difficulty. His letter is dated 2nd August, 1774, and is printed at page 384 of the Book 
of Documents. He told his constituents that he thought they “ might be very much 
affected by ” the clause as it stood in the Bill as it passed the Lords ; and explained “the 
‘conduct which (he) held in consequence of that view of (their) interests.” He informed 
his clients that “the predominant and declared opinion” was, that ‘ any growth of the 
[English] colonies which might make them grow out of the authority of this kingdom, 
‘ought to be accounted rather a morbid fulness than a sound and proper habit ;” that the 
prevailing habit was to restrain ‘the colonies from spreading into the back country "i 
and “that the lines of the plan of policy . . . . . just mentioned were very dis- 
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tinguishable in the Bill as it came down to” the House of Commons, and that he had in 
consequence procured the alterations which had been made in the House of: Commons. 
That “this was not (as it might be between two ancient British colonies) a mere question of 
geographical distinction, or of economical distribution, where the inhabitants on the one 
side of the line and the other lived under the same law and enjoyed the same privileges of 
Englishmen. But this was a boundary discriminating different principles of jurisdiction 
and legislation ; where, in one part, the subject lived under law, and in the other under 
prerogative.” 

In the debate the great extent of this territory was objected to by Mr. Townsend, 
who said that the limits thereby assigned to Canada, and stated in the Bill to have been 
part of it, were greater than England and France had ever given to Canada. He was. 
answered by Lord North as follows :— | 

‘‘The first thing objected to by the honourable gentleman is the very great extent of 
territory given to the Province. Why, he asks, is it so extensive? There are added 
undoubtedly to it two countries which were not in the original limits of Canada as settled ~ 
in the Proclamation of 1763—one the Labrador coast, the other the country westward of 
(to ?) the Ohio and Mississippi, and a few scattered posts to the west. Sir, the addition. 
of the Labrador coast has been made in consequence of information received: from those 
best acquainted with Canada and the fishery upon that coast, who deem it absolutely 
necessary for the preservation of that fishery that the Labrador coast should no longer be 
considered as part of the Government of Newfoundland, but be annexed to that country. 
With respect to the other additions, these questions very fairly occur. It is well known 
that settlers are in the habit of going to the interior parts from time to time. Now, 
however undesirable, it is open to Parliament to consider whether it is fit there should be 
no government in the country, or, on the contrary, separate and distinct governments, or — 
whether the scattered posts should be annexed to Canada. The House of Lords have 
thought proper to annex them to Canada ; but when we consider that there must be some 
government, and that it is the desire of all those who trade from Canada to these coun- 
tries that there should be some government, my opinion is that, if the gentlemen will 
weigh the inconvenience of separate governments, they will think the least inconvenient 
method is to annex those posts, though few in population, great in extent of territory, 
rather than to leave them without government at all, or make them separate ones. Sir, 
the annexation likewise is the result of the desire of the Canadians, and of those who 
trade to those settlements, who think they cannot trade with safety as long as they remain 
separate. ” 

Attorney-General Thurlow said —‘‘The honourable gentlemen are mistaken if they 
suppose that the bounds described embrace in point of fact any English settlement. I 
know of no English settlement embraced by it. I have heard a great deal of the com- 
mencement of English settlements ; but as far as I have read they all lie upon the other 
side of the Ohio. I know at the same time that there have been, for nearly a century 
past, settlements in different parts of all this tract, especially in the southern parts of it 
and in the eastern (? western) bounded by the Ohio and Mississippi, but with regard to 
that part there have been different tracts of French settlements established. As far as. 
they are inhabited by any but Indians, I take those settlements to have been altogether 
French ; so that the objection certainly wants foundation.” 

Solicitor-General Wedderburn said—“ It is one object of this measure that these per- 
sons (the English) should not settle in Canada.” 

Mr. Burke said—“ In the first place, when I heard that this Bill was to be brought in 
on the principle that Parliament was to draw a line of circumvallation about our colonies, 
and to establish a siege of arbitrary power, by bringing round about Canada the control 
of other people different in manners, language and laws from those of the inhabitants of 
this colony, I thought it of the highest importance that we should endeavour to make this. 
boundary as clear as possible. . .  . ‘The noble lord showed me the amendment, 
which by no means relieved my apprehensions. The reason why I feel so anxious is, that 
the line proposed is not a geographical distinction merely; it is not a line between New 
York and some other English settlement ; it is not a question whether you shall receive 
English law and English government upon the side of New York, or whether you ‘shall 
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receive a more advantageous government upon the side of Connecticut, or whether you 
are restrained upon the side of New Jersey. In all these you will find English laws, 
English customs, English juries, and English assemblies wherever you go. But this is a 
line which is to separate a man from the rights of an Englishman. First, the clause pro- 
vides nothing at all for the territorial jurisdiction of the Province. The Crown has the 
power of carrying the greatest portion of the actually settled portion of the Province of 
New. York into Canada. . . . . The Bill turns freedom itself into slavery. These 
are the reasons that compel me not to acquiesce by any means either in the proposition 
originally in the Bill or in the amendment.” 

Lord Cavendish testifies in so many words that “the difference was whether the tract 
of country not inhabited should belong to New York or Quebec.” The change made was 
by substituting a long clause drawn by Mr. Burke for the short description of the 
southern boundary which the Bill had contained. The following words of the Bill from 
the Lords, “‘ extending southward to the banks of the River Ohio, and westward to the 
banks of the Mississippi,’ were cancelled, and for this description the one substituted » 
gaye to the Province ‘‘all the territories, etc., in North America belonging to the Crown 
of Great Britain bounded on the south by the line [therein described] to the banks of the 
Mississippi,”—leaving untouched the remainder of the original description, which was and 
is as follows:—‘‘and northward to the southern boundary of the territory granted to” 
the Hudson’s Bay Company, which word “northward” clearly had not in the Bill meant 

a due north limitary line on the west (to its point of contact with the territory of the 
_ Hudson’s Bay Company), but had meant northward from the whole described boundary 
line to the whole southerly boundary of the Hudson’s Bay Company ; and such southern 
boundary the Bill had constituted the northern boundary of the newly-created Province. 
It is thus perfectly clear that the western boundary was, as a matter of fact, intended to 
be the line of the Mississippi to its source ; that as to this there was no difference of 
opinion. 

Then let us look at the subsequent transactions. I have referred to the commis- 
sions issued by the Crown immediately after the passing of the Act, and which constitute 
an authoritative contemporaneous exposition of what the statute meant. In the first 
commission issued to the Governor-General of Canada after the passing of the Act, the 
boundaries of the new Province were described. The commission was to Sir Guy Carleton, 
and it described the line word for word as the Act had described it, to the confluence of 
the Ohio and Mississippi, and northward as in the Act, except that after the word north- 
ward the commission had these words, which are not in the Act, “ along the eastern bank 
of the said river” (Mississippi) to (as in the Act) the southern boundary of the territory 
granted to the Hudson’s Bay Company. Thus we have a royal commission issued shortly 
after the Act, defining the Province as it was the royal will that it should be bounded, 
and expressly declaring that the line should be along the eastern bank of the Mississippi ; 
such commission having been prepared and issued on the advice of the very Ministers who 
were responsible for the statute and personally knew what it meant. That fact would 
possess great force, no matter who the Ministers were or who were their law advisers, 
and at this date must be held by any tribunal to free the question from the possibility of 
a doubt, on two grounds. First, because the commissien is, as I have said, a conclusive 
contemporaneous exposition of what the statute meant ; and, secondly, because the Crown 
had a right to add to the territory of the Province. If the statute did not give the ter- 
ritory to the banks of the Mississippi, the Crown had, by virtue of the royal prerogative, 
a right to add to the limits of the Province ; and the commission in which territory up 
to and along the eastern bank of the Mississippi was given to the Province had the effect 
of giving to it that boundary, supposing that the statute had not given it. 
Chief Justice Harrison—And providing the Crown had not given the territory to 
the Hudson’s Bay Company already. 

The Attorney-General—No ; because the Crown had the right to place the territory 
in the Province, though it could be made to appear that the territory in some sense 
belonged to the Hudson’s Bay Company ; they were only private persons. If the Crown 
had chosen to put the whole of the Hudson’s Bay Territory into the Province, the Crown 
hada right to do so. The present is not a question of property, but of government. 
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Chief Justice Hurrison—That of course brings up the old question as to what right 
the Hudson’s Bay Company did acquire. 

The Attorney-General—I mean that the Hudson’s Bay Company might have the 
fee, just as a private individual might have the fee in any portion of the territory of the 
Province ; the Crown would not be interfering with their property by placing it under a 
certain government. That is all I am concerned about now. What I want to know is, 
how far our Province extends, and what territories are included under the government 
of the Province ; the ownership of the soil may be a distinct question. 

It is of some importance to know that the Law Officers of 1774 were men of great 
eminence. Lord Camden was the Lord Chancellor ; Mr. Thurlow was the Attorney- 
General, and he afterwards became Lord Chancellor ; the Solicitor-General was Mr. 
Wedderburn, and he. also afterwards became Lord Chancellor. The Ministry had the 
highest legal assistance, and their acts on which I rely are of the highest value. They 
more certainly shew the intention than a mere exposition by a court, however able, whose 
members know nothing personally as to why an Act had been passed or what was meant 
by it; and a contemporaneous exposition by such a court would not be meddled with 
fifty years afterwards, not to speak of a hundred years afterwards. 

The second commission to a Governor-General, after the passing of the Act, was to 
Sir Frederick Haldimand, and it defined the Province in the same way as the commission 
to Sir Guy Carleton had done. 

I have said that the Crown had a right to include additional territory beyond that 
given by statute if the Crown thought proper. An illustration of this prerogative is 
afforded by this Act of 1774, which provides for additions to the Province of Quebec as 
theretofore given by the Proclamation. The Act provides that these additions, which 
Parliament itself was making, were to continue during His Majesty’s pleasure only ; 
although Parliament was making an addition, the prerogative in regard to even that ter- 
ritory was not interfered with ; and a*ortiort the prerogative right of giving still further 
territory to the Province was not intended to have been interfered with by the Act. As 
the statute provided that the additions thereby specified were to be during His Majesty’s 
pleasure, if His Majesty’s pleasure should interfere with that provision being carried 
out, it would so far be in effect a repeal of the Act, and would be a stronger exercise of 
the royal prerogative than a further addition to the territory provided by the statute 
would be. 

The Constitutional Act of 1791 implies the same right of the Crown to exercise the 
royal prerogative in the arrangement of territorial limits. That Act was passed in con- - 
templation of the division of the Province of Canada into the two Provinces of Upper and 
Lower Canada, and it made provision for the government of each of those Provinces. 
But the Act did not itself make the division ; it provided that when the division was 
made, the government should be as the Act describes. This is the enactment: ‘His 
Majesty has been pleased to signify, by his message to both Houses of Parliament, his 
royal intention to divide the Province of Quebec into two separate Provinces,” etc. It 
was to be done, if done at all, by the royal prerogative. His Majesty might divide the 
Province into two in any way he chose ; and all that Parliament did by the Act of 1791 
was to provide that, in case of such a division by the Crown, each of the two sections 
should be subject to the government which the statute provided for it. 

Another illustration of such an exercise of the prerogative is in the proclamation of 
1763, whereby the Crown created four new Provinces ; Prince Edward Island, or St. 
John’s Island, as it was sometimes called in those days, with the lesser islands, were 
added to Nova Scotia by the same prerogative. 

Mr. Burke’s letter to his constituents (printed in the Book of Documents) contains 
a reference to this matter—the paragraph is towards the foot of page 385. He says: 
“My next object of inquiry, therefore, was upon what principles the Board of Trade would, 
in the future discussions which must inevitably and speedily arise, determine what be- 
longed to you and what to Canada. 1 was told that the settled uniform practice of the 
Board of Trade was this: that in questions of boundary, where the jurisdiction and soil 
in both the litigating Proyinces belonged to the Crown, there was no rule but the King’s 
will, and that he might allot as he pleased, to the one or the other. They said, also 
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that under these circumstances, even where the King had actually adjudged a territory 
to one Province, he might afterwards change the boundary ; or, if he thought tit, 
erect the parts into separate and new governments at his discretion. They alleged the 
example of Carolina: first one Province ; then divided into two separate governments, 
and which afterwards had a third, that of Georgia, taken from the southern division of 
it. They urged, besides, the example of the neutral and conquered islands. These, after 
the Peace of Paris, were placed under one government. Since then they were totally 
separated, and had distinct governments and assemblies. Although I had the greatest 
reason to question the soundness of some of these principles, at least in the extent in 
which they were laid down, and whether the precedents alleged did fully justify them in 
that latitude, I certainly had no cause to doubt but that the matter would always be 
determined upon these maxims at the Board by which they were adopted.” Mr. Burke 
did not approve of the extensive claims of the Crown in the matter of prerogative, as 
maintained: by the Board of Trade; he thought the doctrine was carried too far ; still, 
he admitted that it was the uniform settled practice of the distinguished persons who 
constituted the Board of Trade to act on that principle. I find nothing against that 


' view ; there seems to be no doubt that the Crown had the legal power stated, and that, 


if the Quebec Act did not give to the Province of Quebec as large a territory as the com- 
missions of the Governors afterwards provided for, these commissions were sufficient to 
give the additional territory to the Province. 

By the Treaty of 1783 (printed at page 19 of tie Book of Documents) it was agreed 
between His Majesty and the United States of America that the boundary of the United 
States should be a line, therein particularly described, from the north-west angle of Nova 
Scotia, through Lakes Ontario, Erie, Huron, Superior, Long Lake, etc., to the Lake of 
the Woods, ‘thence through the said Lake (of the Woods) to the most north-western 
point thereof,.and from thence on a due west course to the River Mississippi,” etc. The 
effect of this was to transfer a further portion of what was formerly Canada, from Great 
Britain to the United States. It is in this Treaty that we have the first description 
referring to the Lake of the Woods. It is material to observe the language of the com- 
missions to the Governors-General after this Treaty. The commission to Sir Guy Carleton 
three years afterwards, in giving the boundaries of the Province, followed this description 


of the Treaty, and assigned as the southerly boundary of the Province a line “to the 


said Lake of the Woods, thence through the said lake to the most north-western point 
thereof, and from thence on a due west course to the River Mississippi, and northward 
to the southern boundary of the territory granted to the’ Hudson’s Bay Company. This 
was the first commission issued after the Treaty, and will be found at page 49 of the 
Book of Documents. It is to be observed that a due west line produced from the most 
north-western point of the Lake of the Woods would not strike what is now known as 
the Mississippi ; and as we find that to be so, what is to be done? Various views have 
been suggested. One is that the line should go on until it reaches the first tributary of 
the Mississippi. 

Chief Justice Harrison—What was the Mississippi as then understood? That is 
the first inquiry. 

The Attorney-General—l have had that marked on the map. Mr. Dawson, the 
member for Algoma, has furnished me with an elaborate paper shewing what the Missis- 
Sippi was as then understood. (Ont. Documents, 273-8.) On this part of the case, I. 
rely on the arguments of Mr. Dawson, and of Mr. Mills in his book at page 67, without 
repeating them. 

Chief Justice Harrison—They both treat it with great ability. 

The Attorney-General-—The matter is also discussed very ably in a paper by the 
Hon. Mr. Cauchon, Commissioner of Crown Lands, which has been printed at page 243 
of the Book of Documents. If the Arbitrators fail to be satisfied with the reasoning of 
all these gentlemen, where is the line to go from that point? What alternative is there ? 
When the difficulty on this point occurred between England and the United States, they 
agreed that the line should be drawn due north or south, as the case might be, to the line 
49°. This was by the Treaty of 1818, which will be found on page 21 of the Book of 
Documents. I shall advert to this point again. 
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I have referred to the Constitutional Act of 1791, and have read the recital in that 
Act, to the effect that His Majesty had been pleased to signify his intention to divide 
the Province of Quebec. A paper was presented to Parliament before the passing of the 
Act, which described the line proposed to be drawn to divide the Province. (Doets.,..p. 
411.) It traced the line of division into Lake Temiscaming, and thence “by a line 
drawn due north until it strikes the boundary line of Hudson’s Bay, including all the 
territory to the westward and southward of the said line, to the utmost extent of the 
country commonly called or known by the name of Canada.” That was the description 
of Upper Canada as given in this paper, laid before Parliament when providing for the 
government of each of the two sections, and afterwards adopted by an Order in Council 
passed for the purpose of giving effect to the Act. In August, 1791, the Order in Council 
was passed, and it recited among other things that this paper had been presented to Par- 
liament previous to the passing of the Act. It was therefore with the knowledge and 
concurrence of Parliament that the Crown adopted the line of division which I’ have 
spoken of, and gave to Upper Canada all of old Canada which was to the westward and 
southward of the line or lines mentioned in the Order. On 18th November of the same 
year, General Alured Clarke, Lieutenant-Governor and Commander-in-Chief of the Pro- 
vince of Quebec, issued a Proclamation in His Majesty’s name, in pursuance of his 
instructions, declaring when the division should take effect ; the Act having provided 
that the division should take effect upon a Royal Proclamation being issued, setting forth 
a day for that purpose. December 26th, 1791, was the date named in the Proclamation, 
The description of the Province is given in the recital: 

‘Whereas we have thought fit, by and with the advice of our Privy Council, by our 
Order in Council dated in the month of August last, to order that our Province of Quebec 
should be divided into two distinct Provinces, to be called the Province of Upper Canada 
and the Province of Lower Canada, by separating the said two Provinces according to 


the following line of division, viz.:—‘To commence ata stone boundary on the north 


bank of the Lake St. Francis, at the Cove west of Pointe au Bodet, in the limit between 
the Township of Lancaster and the Seigneurie of New Longueuil, running along the 
said limit in the direction of north thirty-four degrees west to the westernmost angle of 
the said Seigneurie of New Longueuil ; thence along the north-western boundary of the 
Seigneurie of Vaudreuil, running north twenty-five degrees. east until it strikes the 
Ottawas River, to ascend the said river into the Lake Tomiscanning, and from the head 
of the said lake by a line drawn due north until it strikes the boundary line of Hudson’s 
Bay, including all the territory to the westward and southward of the said line to the 
utmost extent of the country commonly called or known by the name of Canada.’ ” 

What “territory westward and southward” of the described lines was “ commonly 
called or known by the name of Canada?” I have collected in the Book of Documents 
a vast amount of evidence on that point, which I will not trouble the Arbitrators with 
at present. There is no doubt that Canada included the whole of the territory now 
claimed by Ontario. If I find that my friends dispute that the name had this extensive 
signification, I shall give references to all sorts of documents which shew that Canada 
was as extensive as [ state it to have been. 

Sir Hdward Thornton—Are you able to shew any acts of jurisdiction exercised by 
Canada in the disputed territory ? 

Lhe Attorney-General—Y es, I shall come to that point directly, and shall shew con- 
tinued and repeated acts of jurisdiction by the Province in the territory west of the line 
that the Dominion now contends for. 

Before the Proclamation of General Clarke, the commission to Lord Dorchester, who 


was to be Governor-General, had been issued. It bears date 12th September, 1791, and. 


recited the commission of April 22nd, 1786, to the same Governor-General (as Sir Guy 
Carleton), and the Order in Council of August, 1791, dividing “the said Province of 
Quebec” into two separate Provinces, by a line therein specified: “the Province of Upper 
Canada to comprehend all such lands, territories and islands lying to the westward of the 
said line of division as were part of our said Province of Quebec.” This form of expres- 
sion shews that Quebec was supposed and intended to include all the territory belonging 
to England, and formerly known as Canada, for it is impossible to suppose that there 


») 


ACTS OF PROVINCIAL JURISDICTION WEST OF DUE NORTH LINE. 315 


was an intention so soon to give to the Province narrower bounds than were indicated 
‘by the paper presented to Parliament, adopted afterwards by the King in Council, and 
than were defined by the Proclamation of Governor Clarke. Some change was required 
by strict accuracy of expression. By the Treaty of 1763, France had ceded to England 
“Canada and all its dependencies,” but with a limitation: the watershed of the Missis- 
sippi and Missouri had been the boundary line between Canada and Louisiana, and by 
the treaty the part of Canada which was west of the Mississippi had been reserved to 
France; by the Treaty of 1783, a further part of Canada had been ceded to England by 
the United States. A description, therefore, in 1791 of the Province of Quebec, or of 
Upper Canada, which would purport to give to the Province all “the country commonly 
called or known by the name of Canada” would not have been correct ; and a form of 
expression was substituted which was free from this objection. There is not the slightest 
reason for thinking that there was any intention by the subsequent commissions—in 
referring to the old Province of Quebec—to limit the territory which was provided for 
by the paper to which I have referred, by the Order in Council, and by the commissions 
first issued. Quebec was evidently understood on all hands as embracing so much of 
Canada as still belonged to Great Britain. 

The subsequent commissions to the Governors-General of Canada, up to and includ- 
ing that of Lord Gosford in 1835, and the Imperial commission to Mr. Caldwell as 
Receiver-General of Lower Canada, assigned the same line of division between Upper 
and Lower Canada. I point this out in order to shew that it was not an accident ora 
mistake which led to the line between Upper and Lower Canada being described as it 
was ; it was evidently the deliberate purpose of the Crown to give that description. The 
commissions commence with the one issued in 1791 to give that line—the very first 
commission issued after the Act—and every commission from that time to 1838 assigned 
the same boundaries. In seven commissions, from that issued to the Earl of Durham, 
March 30th, 1838, to that to Lord Elgin, October Ist, 1846, and also in the two com- 
missions to Sir John Colborne and the Right Hon. Charles Poulett Thomson, as Captains- 
General and Governors-in-Chief of Upper Canada, dated respectively December 13th, 
1838, and September 6th, 1839, the line of division between Upper and Lower Canada 
is stated to reach the “shore” of Hudson’s Bay: ‘by a line drawn due north from the 
head of the said lake (Temiscaming) until it strike the shore of Hudson’s Bay.” These 
‘seven commissions use the word “shore.” It is not to be supposed that there was a mis- 
take in substituting the word “shore” for the words “boundary line.” The two expres- 
sions ‘boundary line of Hudson’s Bay” and “ shore of Hudson’s Bay” evidently meant 
the same thing. , 

After Lord Elgin’s, the commissions to the Governors-General did not contain any 
boundary-line descriptions. The other commissions to the Lieutenant-Governors of Upper 
Canada which have been examined, either do not give the boundaries of Upper Canada 
or give them partially only, and in such a manner as throws no light on the present 
question. So also the commissions after the union do not give the western boundary of 
the Province of Canada. The commissions to Sir John Colborne and Governor Thomson 
trace the western boundary into Lake Superior, and no farther, saying nothing of the line 
thence either westerly or northerly. . 

I was asked just now by Sir Edward Thornton whether acts of jurisdiction were 
ever exercised within the limits now claimed by the Dominion; and I propose now to 
answer this question. The first fact I may mention is, that Upper Canada has been in 
the habit of issuing writs into the territory west of the line 89° 93’, since, at all events, 
1818. We have been able to trace the practice back to that date. In 1850 the Province 
of Canada, with the sanction of the imperial authorities, entered into a treaty with the 
Indians, and procured the surrender of the rights of the Indians in the territory as 
far west as Pigeon River or the international boundary. This territory, it may be 
observed, is south of the height of land, and includes the territory between the line 89° 
91’ and the international boundary; this being territory which the Hudson’s Bay Company 
never claimed, although the Dominion claims it now. The treaty is set forth in pages 
22 to 24, Book of Documents. . Mr. Robinson, who negotiated the treaty, seems, from the 
terms of it, to have been of the opinion that the height of land was our northern boun- 
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dary, but of course his opinion does not bind us. Another way in which jurisdiction has 
been exercised is this :—From the year 1853 the Province of Canada, continuously and 
without objection from any quarter, made grants of land in the Queen’s name in this 
territory, west of the proposed line of the Dominion, and up to Pigeon River. Between 
1853 and Confederation, no less a quantity than 35,059 acres had thus been granted west 
of that line. Numerous mining licenses in the same territory were granted in like 
manner, commencing with the year 1854, the territory embraced in them extending to 
Pigeon River. The dates and other particulars of all these grants are given in the Book 
of Documents, 322, 409: In 1868 the Government of the Dominion appropriated 
$20,000 towards the construction of a road from the Lake of the Woods to Fort Garry, 
on Ked River ; the money was expended accordingly. 

Sir Edward Thornton—I think that was the money expended in time of great 
distress, and which led the Hudson’s Bay Company to complain of intrusion on their 
territories. 

The Attorney-General—And, on behalf of the Dominion, its Ministers, Sir George 
E. Cartier and the Hon. William McDougall, ably replied to the complaint, and showed 
that there was no ground for it. The correspondence will be found at page 323 of the 
Book of Documents. 

So far as relates to Ontario’s western boundary, it is unnecessary to consider the 
argument as to the Hudson’s Bay Company owning this territory ; because the extension 
of the southerly boundary to the west is not made to depend on the Company’s having 
or not having the territory to which the western extension of the southerly boundary 
would bring us, and the Crown had power to include within the limits of the Province 
part of the territory of the Company, as well as that of any private owner of land, if 
such was the royal will. But the fact that this western territory had been discovered, 
explored, traded with, occupied and taken possession of by the French before the treaty 
of cession—which seems now to be admitted on all hands—shows that the Company had 
no right to this territory, and adds strength to Ontario’s claim, even in respect to the 
western boundary. 

The only thing that I know of against all this mass of evidence are the decisions of a 
Lower Canadian Court in 1818, in the cases of De Reinhardt and McLellan, which have 
been cited in favour of the line drawn due north from the confluence of the Ohio and 
the Mississippi, and stated in the evidence in those cases to be 88° 50’ or 88°58’. In 
each of those cases the question was whether the locality in which the murder was com- 
mitted was in Upper Canada or not. The court was acting under a special statute and 
commission, which confined its authority to offences committed outside of Upper Canada; 
the prisoners wished to make out that the scene of the alleged murder was in Upper 
Canada, and that the court had therefore no jurisdiction. The court naturally leaned 
against what seemed a technical objection. The investigations and discussions of the last 
twenty-five years have thrown an immense amount of fresh light on the question ; a good — 
deal of the evidence on which I ask the Arbitrators to come to a different conclusion 
was not before the court ; the court seemed also impressed with the erroneous idea that 
the word “northward,” in the Act of 1774, necessarily meant due north, and the argu- 
ment for another construction from other words in the statute was not presented by 
counsel, whose contention rather conceded that the Act of 1774 was against them, and 
they endeavoured to show that the Act of 1791 extended the boundaries ; the court had 
hefore it the Proclamation of General Alured Clarke, but not the paper which had been 
submitted to Parliament in 1791, nor the series of commissions which had been issued, 
and which showed conclusively the intention of the Act and of the Crown ; nor had the- 
court its attention called, either to the historival facts referred to in the recital of the 
Quebec Act, or to the evidence of intention afforded by the debate on the Act and by — 
Mr. Burke’s letter. The court had nothing like the same materials for coming to a cor- 
rect conclusion as the Arbitrators have ; and, having reference to the materials before 
the Arbitrators, I submit it is quite clear that the conclusion of the court on the point | 
now in question was wrong. 

Chief Justice Harrison—Still, it was an important decision. 

Sir Edward Thornton—It was a unanimous decision. 
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Mr, MacMahon—The then Chief Justice gaid that he had consulted his brother 
judges, and they were unanimously of opinion that that was the conclusion which ought 
to be reached. 

Chief Justice Harrison—De Reinhardt, although convicted, was never executed. 

The Attorney-General—No, he was not executed. I have endeavoured to get the 
despatch which directed that he should be released, but it cannot be found. There is no 
doubt that the man was not hanged, and no reason has been suggested for this except 
that the British Government, acting under the advice of the Crown lawyers in England, 
thought that the ruling of the court on the point in question here was not correct. 
(Docts., p. 226.) McLellan was acquitted. 

In view of the whole evidence now before the Arbitrators it is apparent that if 
there is any difficulty on the westerly side of the Province, it is only as respects the 
territory west of Lake of the Woods. Is our western line further west than this lake 4 
Does it extend to the first tributary of the Mississippi which a line due west from the 
most north-western point of the Lake of the Woods strikes? Or does our western limit 
extend to the Rocky Mountains? 

I submit that the proper legal way of viewing the matter is, that inasmuch as the 
Royal Commissions declare that the line is to go due west to the Mississippi, some mean- 
ing must be given to that direction, and these words should be construed as referring to 
either the then supposed locality of the Mississippi, or the first stream the waters of 
which flow into the Mississippi, no matter by what name the stream may be called. 
There are various streams which fall into the Mississippi that a due west line would meet ; 
these first fall into the Missouri and then into the Mississippi. We must find some 
meaning for the words employed ; and as what is now called the Mississippi would not 
be touched by this due west line, we must find another meaning as near to the language 
used as possible. 

I come now to consider the northern boundary, which so far I have only referred 
to incidentally. I have stated that the Quebec Act, and such of the Royal Commissions 
to the Governors previous to 1791 as mention the northern boundary, specify for that 
purpose the southerly boundary of the territory granted to the Hudson’s Bay Company ; 
and the principal difficulty here is, that the southerly boundary of this territory was 
never definitely ascertained. 

The claim of the Dominion is that the northern boundary of the Province is the 
height of land already described. I submit that it is clear that the height of land is not 
our northern boundary, and, on the contrary, is considerably south of our northern 
boundary. The first fact showing this is, that the easterly and westerly lines assigned to 
the Province by the Royal Commissions, cut through, and go north of, the height of 
land. This alone is conclusive on the point. The shore of Hudson’s Bay to which our 
boundary goes on the east is far north of the height of land, and the Lake of the Woods, 
through which our boundary passes on to the west, is also north of the height of land to 
which the claim of the Dominion would limit us. It may be said also that the commis- 
sion which was issued in 1791, and such of the subsequent commissions as mentioned the 
northerly boundary, declared in effect that the southerly boundary of the Company’s 
territory was not south of those two points, namely, the south shore of James’ Bay 
(called there Hudson’s Bay) and the most north-western point of the Lake of the Woods. 

The next point to which I ask the attention of the Arbitrators is, that so southerly 
a boundary as this height of land was not claimed or suggested by the Company as being 
within the intention of the charter, or as being the measure of the Company’s just rights, 
until nearly a century and a half after the date of charter. The Company’s papers and 
books have been thoroughly examined, and I do not think my learned friends will be 
able to show that for a century and a half after the date of the charter the Company 
claimed the height of land as their boundary, The English Commissioners, in their 
negotiations with France, made in one instance a proposal something like that, but made 
it of their own motion, without any authority from the English Government, and. with- 
out any suggestion from the Company. That proposal will be found printed in the 
Book of Documents, at page 365, the last paragraph on that page. The language used is 
this: ‘The said Commissaries further demand that the subjects of His most Christian 
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Majesty shall not build forts or found settlements upon any of the rivers which empty~ 
into Hudson’s Bay, under any pretext whatsoever ; and that the stream and the entire - 
navigation of the said rivers shall be left free to the Company of English merchants» 
trading into Hudson’s Bay, and to such Indians as shall wish to traffic with them.” But 
even that proposal did not claim as the boundary the height of land ; it claimed only” 
that the rivers should be free, and that no forts should be built or settlements made upon 
them, because such would interfere with the freedom of the streams. The proposition: 
had reference only to the rivers, not to the lands. There is no evidence that the land ~ 
was in the minds of the Commissioners. 
The point, however, which I am making is, that the Company themselves did not for « 
one hundred and fifty years make that claim. They made their claim in different forms 
at different times. Upon the occasion of the Treaties of Ryswick in 1697 and Utrecht 
in 1713, the Company’s claim was expressed either in the terms of the charter, or was 
simply to ‘the whole Bay and Straits of Hudson,” and “to the sole trade thereof.” It « 
sufficiently appears from the early documents which emanated’ from the Company, that 
this general claim to the whole bay and straits was a claim to the waters and shores only, © 
and to the exclusion of the French therefrom,—the French having been in possession of 
forts on the bay until after the Treaty of Utrecht, and the Treaty of Ryswick having in 
effect given them possession of all places on the bay except, it may be, Fort Bourbon. 
The Company’s object was the trade of the bay, and not the occupation or settlement of 
the country away from the shores of the bay. The line which the Company itself pro- 
posed in 1700 was from the River Albany, on the one side, to Rupert River, on the other 
side of the bay ; but the French rejected the proposal. In 1701 the Company proposed. 
a still more northerly line, namely, from the River Albany on the one side to East Main 
River on the other ; but the French rejected that one also. In 1711-12, the Company ~ 
proposed a line to run from the Island of Grimington, or Cape Perdrix, on the Labrador | 
coast, south-westerly to and through Lake Mistassin. This line did not extend beyond 
the south-west shore of the lake; and though the Company made a demand for the 
surrender of the forts on the shores of the bay, yet they do not appear to have made at 
' that time any proposal as to a line on the west or south side of the bay, and their only — 
claims and contests of this period were about the margin of the bay. In one instance or. 
more they absurdly claimed the whole eastern coast to the Atlantic and the whole western 
coast to the Pacific; but the specific claim that they were entitled to the height of. land, © 
and to the territory along the various rivers which directly or indirectly flow into Hud- 
son’s Bay, was not made for one hundred and fifty years after the charter had been — 
obtained. ip 
The ground on which the Company’s (and now the Dominion’s) claim to the height — 
of land is maintained is, an alleged rule that the discovery and possession of the shore of 
a new country give a right to the rivers and to the land adjoining. I do not admit that — 
so-called rule. It is stated more strongly than the authorities warrant. My learned © 
friends have in their case referred to Dr. Twiss’s book on the Oregon Territory. That. 
book was written by Dr. Twiss as a controversialist. It was published during the discus- 
sions on the question of the Oregon Territory, and published to help the English cause. © 
But the view which was taken by Great Britain as to the alleged rule, appears from an — 
extract which my learned friends have printed at page 6 of the Dominion case :—‘“ Sir 
Francis Twiss, in his discussion on the Oregon question, at page 300, states that Great 
Britain never considered her right of occupancy up to the Rocky Mountains to rest upon = 
the fact of her having established factories on the shores of the Bay of Hudson—that is» 
to say, upon her title by mere settlement, but upon her title by discovery, confirmed by © 
settlements, in which the French nation, her only civilized neighbour, acquiesced, and~ 
which they subsequently recognized by treaty.” So that it is only to the extent of the 
actual recognition of the English settlement by the French, subsequently made, that Dr. 
‘Twiss was of opinion that the rule had proceeded. At page 148 of the same book the 
author quotes Mr. Rush as asserting on behalf of the United States, ‘‘ that a nation 
discovering a country, by entering the mouth of its principal river at the sea coast, must 
necessarily be allowed to claim and hold as great an extent of the interior country as was 
described by the course of such principal river, and its tributary streams.” But Dr. Twiss 
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remarks that ‘Great Britain formally entered her dissent to such a claim, denying that 
such a principle or usage had been ever recognized amongst the nations of Europe ;” and 
that “in the subsequent discussions of 1826-7 Great Britain considered it equally due to 
herself and to other powers to renew her protest against the doctrine of the United 
States.” 

Suppose, however, the modern rule to be as the Dominion contends; we are now 
interpreting an old charter, and we cannot interpret it by a new rule. The object is to 
find out what the intention at the time was ; and we are not for that purpose to make 
use of modern rules not known and acted on at the time the charter was granted. I do 
not find any ground whatever for holding that the rule which my learned friends contend 
for was a recognized rule at that time, if there is any reason for maintaining its subse- 
quent adoption and recognition. i 

Again, all international rules are founded on reason and necessity ; it is because they 
are supposed to be just that the rules are recognized. If in some cases it may be just 
and reasonable that the possession of the coast should give a title to all the land watered 
by the rivers, back to the height of land, this cannot apply to a river 3,000 miles long. 
So far from being a matter of necessity or reason, it is absurd that the possession of a 
few miles of coast on Hudson’s Bay should give the right to a river 3,000 miles long, and 
to half a continent of territory which that river happens to water. General rules respect- 
ing the rights of nations must be applied in a moderate and reasonable way, and not to 
cases to which the application cannot be defended on grounds of reason and justice. If 
such a rule exists as my learned friends contend for, there is no reason, justice or good 
sense in applying it to a case of this kind. 

Further, possession as well as discovery is needed in order to give to a nation the 
rights for which my learned friends contend. The facts are, that the French, from the 
beginning of the seventeenth century, were in possession of the territory to the south 
of the lands watered by the rivers flowing into Hudson’s Bay, and were from time to 
time extending their explorations and settlements, as they had a right to do, to the head 
waters of the rivers flowing into Hudson’s Bay, and to the interior of the country. They 
had various forts and settlements in the interior, and these settlements were not objected 
to by the English, nor could they have been. Supposing the rule to have been what the 
Dominion contends that it was, the fact of the French being in possession of the territory 
to the south of the rivers, and extending their territory from time to time, would bar the 
discoverers of the bay—if the Company were the discoverers—from saying that, by 
reason of the discovery, they could stop all further exploration in that direction. The 
rule, so far as it exists, is of effect only where the interior of the country can be reached 
only through the coast discovered and settled. 

The case of the Dominion is based on the assertion that the English were the first 
discoverers of the bay, but it is impossible to say with certainty who were the first dis- 
coverers ; nor was the alleged discovery by the English followed by possession. The 
voyage of Cabot, “grand pilot to Henry VII.” (of England), into the bay, is said to have 
taken place in 1517; but no sort of possession of any part of the bay by the English 
before 1667 is pretended ; being an interval of 150 years. It would be extraordinary to 
find a rule by which, after discovery being made and 150 years or more allowed to go by, 
the advantage of that discovery can then be claimed as giving title to half a continent. 
Gilham, a British subject, is said to have built, in 1667, Fort Charles (Rupert), which 
was on the east side of the bay ; but in the meantime the bay had become known to the 
world. In the list of maps at p. 135 of the Book of Documents will be found a number 
of maps of dates antecedent to the charter, and shewing the bay ; the country was well 
known to everybody when Gilham built his fort. 

It is not material under the circumstances, but it is reasonably clear as a fact, that 
the bay was repeatedly visited by Frenchmen from the French settlements on the St. 
Lawrence between 1656 and 1663. JI refer the Arbitrators to page 108 of the Book of 
Documents, the memoir of Sieur de Calliéres to the Marquis de Seignelay, the Foreign 
Minister of France. My learned friends dispute the truth of the statement in the 
memoir of Sieur de Calliéres, that Father Dablon and Sieur Couture visited Hudson’s 
Bay in 1661-and 1663. M. de Calliéres is spoken of as a man of high character, and this 


320 ARGUMENT OF THE ATTORNEY-GEN, OF ONT. BEFORE THE ARBITRATORS, 1878: 


memoir was not written for the purpose of controversy, but was a confidential communi- 
cation to the Minister in France, who was the official superior of the writer. M. de 
Callitres was Governor of Montreal and afterwards of Canada. I apprehend it will be 
assumed at this late day that his statements were correct. He says :— 

‘As regards Hudson’s Bay, the French settled there in 1656, by virtue of an arrét 
of the Sovereign Council of Quebec, authorizing Sieur Bourdon, its Attorney-General, to 
make the discovery thereof, who went to the north of said Bay, and took possession thereof 
in His Majesty’s name. In 1661, Father Dablon, a Jesuit, was ordered by Sieur 
VArgenson, at the time Governor of Canada, to proceed to said country. He went 
thither accordingly, and the Indians, who then came from thence to Quebec, declared 
they had never seen any European there. In 1663, Sieur d’Avaugour, Governor of 
Canada, sent Sieur Couture, Seneschal of the Cote de Beaupré, to the north of the said 
Hudson’s Bay, in company with a number of Indians of that country, with whom he 
went to take possession thereof, and he set up the King’s Arms there. In the same year, 
1663, Sieur Duquet, King’s Attorney to the Prevéte of Quebec, and Jean |’ Anglois, a 
Canadian colonist, went thither again by order of the said Sieur d’Argenson, and 
renewed the act of taking possession by setting up His Majesty’s Arms there a second 
time. This is proved by the arrét of the said Sovereign Council of Quebec, and by the 
orders in writing of said Sieurs d’Argenson and d’Avaugour.” ‘There is a detailed 
account, of which the Governor of the Province is sending a confidential communication. 

I refer also to the statements of M. de Denonville, Governor-General of Canada, to 
the Foreign Minister. They will be found at page 111 of the Book of Documents. 
M. de Denonville says :—“ On the 29th of April, 1627, a new (company) was organized, 
to which the King (Louis XIII.) conceded the entire country of New France, called 
Canada, in latitude from Florida, which His Majesty’s royal predecessors had had settled, 
keeping along the sea coasts as far as the Arctic Circle, and in longitude from the Island 
of Newfoundland westward to the great lake called the Fresh Sea, and beyond, both 
along the coasts and into the interior. Since that time, the French have continued their 
commerce within the countries of the said grant. In 1656, Jean Bourdon ran along the 
entire coast of Labrador with a vessel of thirty tons, entered and took possession of the 
North Bay. This is proved by an extract of the ancient register of the Council of New 
France on the 26th of August of the said year. In 1661, the Indians of said North Bay 
came expressly to Quebec to confirm the good understanding that existed with the French, 
and to ask fora missionary. Father Dablon went overland thither with Sieur de la Valliére 
and others. Father Dablon has given his certificate of the fact. In 1663 those Indians 
returned to Quebec to demand other Frenchmen. Sieur d’Avaugour, then Governor, 
sent Sieur Couture thither with five others. Said Sieur Couture took possession anew of 
the head (fonds) of said Bay, whither he went overland, and there set up the King’s Arms 
engraved on copper. This is proved by Sieur d’Avaugour’s order of May 20th, 1663, 
and the certificates of those who were sent there.” These also are statements made con- 
fidentially by a man of high character, who ought to know, to his official superior in 
' France. 

I find the following on this subject at page 3 of the Dominion Case :—‘‘ It appears 
that in the year 1656 there was an order of the Sovereign Council of Quebec authorizing 
Sieur Bourdon, its Attorney-General, to make a discovery thereof. There is no record 
whatever of his having attempted to make the discovery in the same year in which the 
order was passed by the Council. There is a record, however, of his having made the 
attempt in the year following (1657), and he may then have designed carrying out the 
order. He sailed on the 2nd day of May and returned on 11th August, 1657; and it is not 
pretended that he could have made a voyage to Hudson’s Bay and return between these 
dates. (Journal des Jesuites, pp. 209-218.)” Of course he could not; but then a man 
may make voyages in different years. It is not to be assumed that he did not make a 
voyage the year before because he made a partial voyage in this year, since we have 
positive testimony that he had also made that previous voyage. If these Governors were 
making false statements to their superiors in France, they would. have referred to 1657 ; 
but they referred to 1656, showing that the reference was to a different transaction 
altogether. It is true there is no entry in the Jesuits’ book of this voyage of 1656, 
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but that book is silent in regard to many things which no doubt did occur ; and the mere 
fact of its not mentioning a voyage is no sort of evidence that the voyage did not take 
place. The printed case for the Dominion comments also on what is said in reference to 
Father Dablon. It does not appear whether there were two priests of that name or only 
one. At all events, the mere fact that the Journeys which we prove to have been made 
by a priest of that name were not recorded by the Jesuits is no evidence against the 
direct authority that we have for the fact. On the whole, there seems to be no reagon 
which would justify us in now doubting that persons acting under the authority of the 
French Government had repeatedly visited Hudson’s Bay in and before 1663 ; had taken 
possession in the French King’s name, and set up the Royal Arms there. 

And, however that may be, the French had certainly before that date established 
posts at convenient points for trade with the Indians, and had secured the whole trade 
with the Indians around the Bay. In 1627, long before the date of the Hudson’s Bay 
Charter, the King of France gave to the Company of New France the right of trade to an 
extensive territory—including Hudson’s Bay—both along the coasts and into the interior ; 
those words being inserted in the Charter. The French were enjoying the whole trade 
with the Indians around the Bay at the time the Charter to the Hudson’s Bay Company 

Was given. It is said in the books that for the purpose of giving property in a country, 
the possession needed is a possession having relation to the nature of the country. This 
was not an agricultural country ; settlement for the purpose of agriculture was not 
expected ; all that either party wanted was the trade with the Indians ; the French had 
secured that, and had been in the enjoyment of it long before the Hudson’s Bay Company 
obtained their Charter, and this was sufficient to prevent their rights from being interfered 
with by the subsequent possession of the coast by the English, after they had allowed one 
hundred and fifty years to pass without acting on the discovery which they are said to 
have made. 

In the Dominion case, stress is laid on the fact that, by the Treaty of Utrecht (L713), 
the whole Bay and Straits were ceded or restored to England by France. But it was 
never intended by either party that so extensive a claim as is now made should be made 
under any language employed in that Treaty. In the memorial concerted with the 
Marquis de Torey, J anuary 19th, 1713, and forwarded to Lord Bolingbroke by the Duke of 
Shrewsbury (Book of Documents, page 153), it is stated :—“The inhabitants of Hudson’s 
Bay, subjects of the Queen of Great Britain, who have been dispossessed of their lands 
by France in time of peace, shall be entirely and immediately after the ratification of 
the Treaty, restored to the possession of their said lands ; and such proprietors shall also 
have a just and reasonable satisfaction for the losses they have suffered, with respect to 
their goods, movables and effects ; which losses shall be settled by the judgment of com- 
missaries, to be named for this purpose, and sworn to do justice to the parties interested.” 
And Mr. Prior writes to Lord Bolingbroke on January 8th of the same year (Book of 
Documents, p. 153) :—* As to the limits of Hudson’s Bay, and what the ministry here 
seem to apprehend, at least in virtue of the general expression, tout ce que l’ Angleterre a 
jamais possedé de ce cété la (which they assert to be wholly new, and which I think is 
really so, since our plenipotentiaries make no mention of it), may give us occasion to 
encroach at any time upon their dominions in Canada. I have answered, that since, 
according to the carte which came from our plenipotentiaries, marked with the extent of 
what was thought our dominion, and returned by the French with what they judged the 
extent of theirs, there was no very great difference, and that the parties who determine 
that difference must be guided by the same carte, I thought the article would admit no 
dispute. In case it be either determined immediately by the plenipotentiaries or referred 
to commissioners, I take leave to add to your Lordship that these limitations are not 
otherwise advantageous or prejudicial to Great Britain than as we are better or worse 
with the native Indians, and that the whole is a matter rather of industry than dominion. 
If there be any real difference between restitution and cession, queritur ?” 

It is plain, therefore, that the Treaty was not intended to authorzie so large a claim 
by England against France as the Dominion case contends. We know pretty well what, 
for the sake of peace, the French were willing to give up-—namely, the territory to one 
or the other of the lines marked on DeLisle’s maps, and marked as such on our map—and 
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what I have just read shows that there was not a great difference between what England 
demanded and what France was willing to give ; and it is manifest that would not have 
been the case if there was anything like what is now demanded. 

The testimony, therefore, appears to be abundant that the height of land boundary 
was what the English had no right to claim. Assuming that to’be so, the question is,— 
What line north of the height of land is to be regarded as the Company’s southern 
boundary ! , 

The language of the Charter, by reason of its ambiguity, affords no assistance in this 
inquiry. The validity of the Charter has always been questioned on the ground of its 
ambiguity, as well as for other reasons. Assuming that the northern boundary is on one 
side the shore of Hudson’s Bay, say beetwen 51° and 52° of latitude, and on the other at 
least ag far north as the most north-western point of the Lake of the Woods, say latitude 
49° 23’ 55”; if these points were clearly in the Hudson’s Bay Territory, the northern 
boundary would perhaps be a line drawn from one of these points to the other. We 
claim that our boundary is farther north than this, but cannot be south of it. Are these 
points in what was the territory of the Company 4 And is the Provincial boundary no 
farther north? If by reason of the Charter being so old, and having been acted upon in 
some sort, and of its validity to some extent being implied in certain statutory references 
to the Company, the instrument cannot be treated as absolutely void, it must, as regards 
its construction and operation, on well-known and well-settled principles, be interpreted 
most strongly against the Company, and in favour of the Crown. The object of giving 
the Charter, as the Charter itself declares, was to encourage discoveries by the Company ; 
and the validity or operation of the instrument is to the extent only of giving (so far as the 
Crown could give) to the Company whatever of unknown territory the Company, within 
a moderate and reasonable time should occupy; and all that the Company could be 
entitled to was what the Company had, in this manner, acquired for themselves and for 
the Crown previous to the cession of Canada in 1763 by France to England ; or what, 
previous to that time, the Company had been in possession or enjoyment of as their own 
with the concurrence of the Crown. 

It is'a familiar rule that Crown Grants are construed most favourably to the Crown, 
the grantor. The rule is thus stated in Chitty on Prero. page 391: “In ordinary cases 
between subject and subject, the principle is that the grant shall be construed if the 
meaning be doubtful, most strongly against the grantor, who is presumed to use the most 
cautious words for his own advantage and security. But in the case of the king, whose 
grants chiefly flow from his royal bounty and grace, the rule is otherwise ; and Crown 
grants have at all times been construed most favourably for the king where a fair doubt 
exists as to the real meaning of the instrument, as well in the instance of grants from His 
Majesty as in the case of transfers to him.” The rule is not new but was in existence at 
the time of this Charter and before, and was, perhaps, more stringently acted upon then 
than it is in the case of modern deeds. Independently of this consideration, legal opinions 
are uniform that, in the case of an old and ambiguous charter like this, the instrument 
operates as far as possession and enjoyment have been had under it, and no further. I 
may cite some decided cases bearing on this point. Blankley vs. Winstanley, 3 Term 
Reports, 288, is one of them. In that case it was observed by one of the learned judges 
as follows:—‘ With regard to the usage: usage consistent with the meaning of the 
Charter has prevailed for one hundred and ninety years past, and if the words of the 
Charter were more disputable than they are, I think that ought to govern this case. 
There are cases in which this Court has held that a settled usage would go a great way 
to control the words of a charter. Such was the case of Gape vs. Handley, in which the 
Court went much further than is necessary in the present case ; and it js for the sake of 
quieting corporations that this Court has always upheld long usage where it was possible, 
though recent usage would not perhaps have much weight.” So in Wadley vs. Bayliss, 
5 Taunt., 753, the case of an award under the Inclosure Acts, it was laid down that “the 
language of the award being ambiguous, it was competent to go into evidence of the 
enjoyment had, in order to see what was the meaning of those who worded it 22 

The rule is thus applied by Sir Arthur Pigott, Mr. Spankie, and Mr. Brougham, in 
the opinion printed at page 198 of the Book of Documents :\—‘ In such a long tract of 
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time as nearly one hundred and fifty years now elapsed since the grant of the Charter, it 
must now be, and must indeed long since have been, fully ascertained by the actual 
occupation of the Hudson’s Bay Company, what portion or portions of lands and territories 
in the vicinity, and on the coasts and confines of the waters mentioned and described as 
within the Straits, they have found necessary for their purposes, and for forts, factories, 
towns, villages, settlements or such other establishments in such vicinity, and on sueh 
coasts and confines, as pertain and belong to a Company instituted for the purposes 
mentioned in their Charter ; and necessary, useful or convenient to them within the 
prescribed limits for the prosecution of those purposes.” 

In 1857 the Crown Lawyers pointed out (page 202) that the question of the validity 
and construction of the Company’s Charter cannot be considered apart from the enjoyment 
that had been had under it. “N othing could be more unjust than to treat this Charter 
as a thing of yesterday, and upon principles which might be deemed applicable to it if it. 
had been granted within the last ten or twenty years.” They likewise say :—‘* The 
remaining subject for consideration is the question of the geographical extent of the 
territory granted by the Charter, and whether its boundaries can in any and what manner 
be ascertained. In the case of grants of considerable age, such as this Charter, where the 
words, as is often the case, are indefinite or ambiguous, the rule is that they are construed 
by usage and enjoyment.” There is no authority or opinion against that. 

Again, the Company were certainly not entitled to any of the territory which Franee 
owned at the time of the cession, and ceded to England ; it is preposterous to suppose 
that the Charter intended to grant, and did effectually grant to the Company, as against 
the world, all the territory southerly and westerly of the Bay, to the then unknown 
height of land (unknown to the Crown and to the Company), though such territory should 
be, as it was, to the extent of unknown hundreds of thousands of square miles—a third 
of the continent ; that the Charter was intended to give, and did give to the Company, 
the right to shut up this enormous territory from the Crown and from all British subjects 
—and from other nations also—for all time ; that if the Company should do nothing to 
discover, settle or acquire it for a hundred years or more, nobody else could ; and that 
any portion of it which England should, a hundred years afterwards, acquire by war with 
another nation, and by the employment of the resources of the whole empire, in Europe 
as well as America—accrued, when so acquired, and was intended to accrue, to the Company 
for their own private benefit. Such a claim cannot be in accordance with a sound inter- 
pretation of any authorities which can be found. 

It is clear, and indeed has been repeatedly admitted by the Company themselves, 
that until long after the date of the cession, the Company had no possession of any part 
of the interior of the country, and that their possession was confined to certain forts on 
the Bay and two factories not very distant. Henley House was one of these factories, on 
the Albany, erected in 1744; and France had at the same time forts on the same river. 
At all events, with these exceptions, no possession of any part of the territory away 
from the shore was had by the Company until long after the cession. 

1 have said that the Company have admitted that to be so. A Committee of the 
British House of Commons was appointed in 1749 to inquire into the state and condition 
of the countries adjoining Hudson’s Bay, and of the trade carried on there ; and 
evidence was given before this committee that, at that time, the only forts and settle- 
ments of the Company were on the Bay. (Book of Documents, 395.) Those opposed’ 
to the Company at that time were complaining of this, and urging that the Company had 
not attempted to settle the country. . 

Again, in a statement of the Hudson’s Bay Company, the material part of which is 
printed in the Book of Documents, page 402, there is this admission : ‘ As long as 
Canada was held by the French the opposition of wandering traders (Coureurs des Bots) 
was insufficient to induce the Company to give up their usual method of trading. Their 
Servants waited at the forts built on the coast of the bay, and there bought by barter the 
furs which the Indians brought from the interior. But after the cession of Canada to 
Great Britain in 1763, British traders, following in the track of the French, penetrated 
into the countries lying to the north-west of the Company’s territories, and by there 
building factories, brought the market for furs nearer to the Indian seller.” That means 
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British traders unconnected with the Company. “The Company, finding their trade 
seriously affected, extended the field of their operations, and sent parties to establish 
themselves in the interior.” I need for my purpose nothing more than this statement by 
the Company themselves. It is an express admission that the French did settle in the 
territories referred to; that the Hudson’s Bay Company confined themselves to the forts on 
the Bay ; and that after the Treaty of 1763, British traders unconnected with the Com- 
pany commenced to move ; that they were first to move ; and that it was not until the 
Company found their trade seriously affected by the acts of these other traders that the 
Company extended their operations. 

Then at page 412, Book of Documents, there is a letter from Mr. Goschen, then 

chairman of the Company, telling the result of his researches into the books and papers 
of the Company. Amongst other things he says: “At the time of the passing of the 
Quebec Act, 1774, the Company had not extended their posts and operations far from 
the shores of Hudson’s Bay. Journals of the following trading stations have been pre- 
served bearing that date, namely, Albany, Henley, Moose, East Main, York, Severn, 
and Churchill.” The solicitors employed by the Dominion to search the records of the 
Hudson’s Bay Company, wrote as follows (see page 414, Book of Documents) :—“ From 
a perusal of the Company’s Journals, we find that it was not the practice of the Com- 
pany’s servants to go up country to purchase peltry from the Indians ; but the Indians 
came down to York and other forts on the Bay and there exchanged their furs, etc., for 
the Company’s merchandise.” So that the Company not only did not establish stations, 
but did not go up the country. “It appears that the peddlers (French traders—Cowrewrs 
des Bois, as they were called), from Quebec, had, for some time prior to the year 1773, 
gone up into the Red River district, and by so doing had cut off the Indians and bought 
their furs.” Sir John Rose says (his statement is at page 414 of the same book): “I 
may mention that I do not think that any further research would have thrown more 
light on the matter than the Ontario Government is already in possession of. I em- 
ployed a gentleman for several weeks to search at the Colonial Office and Foreign Office, 
as well as the Rolls’ Office and Hudson’s Bay Archives, and every scrap of information 
bearing on it was, I think, sent out either to Mr. Campbell or to Mr. Scott { Dominion 
Ministers] some months ago. I believe that any further search would be attended with 
no result.” Thus, during the whole period from 1670 to the passing of the Quebec Act, 
the Hudgon’s Bay Company had been in no sort of possession of more than their forts 
and factories on and in the immediate neighbourhood of the Bay. 
i The Dominion Ministers truly affirmed in 1869, that “the evidence is abundant and 
conclusive to prove that the French traded over and possessed the whole of the country 
known as the Winnipeg Basin and ‘ Fertile Belt,’ from its discovery by Europeans down 
to the Treaty of Paris, and that the Hudson’s Bay Company neither traded nor estab- 
lished posts to the south or west of Lake Winnipeg until many years after the cession of 
Canada to England.” The Company’s first post—viz., Cumberland House, on Sturgeon 
Lake—in the vicinity of the region in question—was not built until 1774, and they did 
aot establish any post within this tract of country before 1790. 

There has been printed in the Book of Documents, 230, the judgment of the Hon. 
Mr. Justice Monk, of Lower Canada, in a case of Connolly vs. Woolrich, and the 
‘substance of it is this:—He shows, in regard to the French, that as early as 1605, 
‘Quebec had been established and had become an important settlement ; that before 1630 
the Beaver and several other companies had been organized at Quebec for carrying on 
the fur trade in the west, near and around the great lakes and in the North-West Terri- 
tory ; that the enterprise and trading operations of these French companies, and of the 
French colonists generally, extended over vast regions of the northern and north-western 
portions of the continent; that they entered into treaties with the Indian tribes and nations, 
and carried on a lucrative and extensive fur trade with the natives; that in the prose- 
eution of their trade and other enterprises these adventurers evinced great energy, 
courage and perseverance ; that they had extended their hunting and trading operations 
to the Athabasca country (say 58° north latitude and 111° west longitude) ; that some 
portions of the Athabasca country had, before 1640, been visited and traded in, and to 
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some extent occupied by the French traders in Canada and their Beaver Company 
(which had been founded in 1629); that from 1640 to 1670 these discoveries and trading 
settlements had considerably increased in number and importance ; that Athabasca and 
other regions bordering upon it belonged to the Crown of France, at that time, to the 
same extent, and by the same means, as the country around Hudson’s Bay belonged to 
England, viz., by discovery, and by trading and hunting. Judge Monk mentions 1670, 
because it was the date of the Charter of the Hudson’s Bay Company. These were the 
conclusion to which Judge Monk came judicially. 

It may be added, that if the Athabasca country belonged to France at so early & 
period, so would the whole intermediate country between Athabasca and Hudson’s Bay 
on the east, and between the Athabasca country and the St. Lawrence on the south, 
because with these parts the French were more familiar, and traded to a much larger 
extent than farther north. Between 1670 (the last date named by Judge Monk) and 
1763, the French established posts or forts in that North-West Territory which they had 
previously explored, and hunted over, and traded with, namely, on Rainy Lake, the Lake 
of the Waods, Lake Winnipeg, Lake Manitoba, on the Winnipeg River, the Red River, 
the Assiniboine River, the River aux Biches, and the Saskatchewan, and so west to the 
Roeky Mountains, where Fort la J onquiere was established by St. Pierre in 1752. AT} 
these lakes and rivers are connected by the Nelson River with Hudson’s Bay, and are in. 
the territory which, in the following century, the Hudson’s Bay Company claimed under 
their Charter ; but confessedly they had constructed in it no post or settlement of any 
kind until long after 1763. Le 

The subjects of France had also, on the northerly side of the dividing line, Fort 
Abbitibi, which was northof the height of land, and was built in 1686. It was situate 
at a considerable distance north of the height of land, and upon the lake of the same 
name, from which the River Monsippy flows into Hudson’s Bay: The French had also. 
Fort St. Germain, on the Albany, which was built in 1684; and still higher up on the 
same river Fort La Maune, established about the same period ; and, to the east, Fort. 
Nemiscau, on the lake of that name, situate on the River Rupert, midway between Lake 
Mistassin and the Bay ; this fort was built before 1695. Of none of these did the 
English Government or the Company ever complain. The French had also another fort on 
the Albany, being that mentioned in one of the memorials of the Company as having 
been built in 1715. The facts enumerated form another conclusive ground against such 

a claim as is now set up by the Dominion as purchasers from the Company. 
7 The matter is made clear in another way; that is, by the maps which the Company 
has furnished for the purposes of the present arbitration. We applied to them for what. 
maps they had, and they furnished seven, only two of which seem to be of importance. 
One of the two, dated 1748, bears the Royal Arms and the Arms of the Company, and 
seems to have been prepared by the Company in view of the Parliamentary inquiry of 
that period, and for the purpose of showing the limits which the Company then claimed. 
The line which this map gives as the Company’s southern boundary is considerably north 
of the height of land, even as shown on this map ; for the line is therein made to cut. 
Frenchman’s River, and several other rivers shown on the map as flowing into Hudson’s 
Bay. The Company does not by the map claim to the height of land even so far as these 
comparatively small rivers are concerned. Their southerly line on the map runs to the 
eastern shore of a lake called Nimigon, thence to and northerly along the easterly shore 
of Winnipeg, and thence northerly to Sir Thomas Smith’s Sound in Baffin’s Bay. tam 
entitled to say that this map demonstrates that the Company, in 1748, did not claim to 
the height of land, even as the height of land was then supposed to be situated, and 
did not claim Lake Winnipeg. 

The other of the two maps is Mitchell’s engraved map, described as published by 
the author, February, 1755. This copy appears to have been much used and worn ; E 
Suppose, therefore, that it is the map to which the Company chiefly referred when they 
had occasion to examine any map of their territory. There is on it an irregular 
line marked ‘“‘ Bounds of Hudson’s Bay by the Treaty of Utrecht,” and the colouring om 
the two sides of that line is different. This line may therefore be taken as showing the 
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extent of the Company’s claim in 1755 and long after. Can there be any doubt that this 
is a fair conclusion to draw? On what principle can it be said that this map, which has 
been in the possession of the Company for over a century, should not be taken as showing, 
not what the bounds were, but what the Company regarded as their bounds? The line is 
about one-third of a degree north of the Lake of the Woods, and extends to the limit 
of the map in that direction, being in about the 98th degree of longitude. 

Chief Justice Horrison-= Te height of land does Ae appear to have been known 
at the time the first of these two maps was prepared. 

The Attorney-General—But these rivers are marked on the map, and the territory 
marked as the Company’s does not extend to the sources of them. 

Chief Justice Harrison—Those rivers are undoubtedly to the north of the height of 
land. 

The Attorney-General—In regard to the territory which the Company knew when 
these maps were prepared, they did not claim to the height of land. On this map of 
Mitchell’s the Company claimed a more southerly boundary than in the other map, but 
even in this map the line they claimed cut some rivers which flow into Hudson’s 
Bay, instead of extending to their sources. The claim to go to the sources of the rivers is 
inconsistent with both maps, although the Company claimed larger bounds by the one than 
by the other. The Lake of the Woods is marked, and the line they claim by the map is 
north of the Lake of the Woods. 

Chief Justice Harrison—There does not appear to be an interval of more than seven 
years between these two maps. The height of land is marked in some places upon 
Mitchell's niap. 

The Attorney-General—-Yes ; but the map throughout negatives the idea that the 
Company then claimed to the height of land. After the Treaty of Utrecht (1713), 
which gave to the British all lands, etc., ‘‘on the Bay and Straits, and which belong 
thereto,” the Company, on the 4th August, 1714, proposed, for the first time, that the 
Mistassin line should go as far south-westerly as 49° “north latitude . . . and that 
that latitude be the limit ;” as to how far to the west this line of 49° was to be followed 
nothing was then said. In 1719 and 1750 the Company proposed the line of 49° gener- 
ally, but both times the proposition was rejected by the French. This line would have 
given to the Comphny a boundary greatly more limited than the boundary of the height 
of land, which began to be claimed nearly three-quarters of a century later. 

It has already been said that the Company could not take advantage of their Charter 
for the purpose of making any addition to their territory by exploration or ‘settlement 
after the cession of 1763. The practical result would be nearly the same if this right 
should be deemed to have ceased at a somewhat later date, viz., the date of the passing of 
the Quebec Act, 1774, or even the date of the Treaty of 1783, for the Company made no 
further settlement between 1763 and 1783, except Cumberland House ; and it is doubtful 
whether its locality belongs to the Winnipeg or the Churchill system. Both the Act of 
1774 and the Treaty of 1783 obviously require that the Company’s southern boundary 
should be deemed a fixed line, not liable to extension by the mere act of the Company. 

These considerations are submitted as showing that the legal rights of the Company 
did not extend beyond their forts on the shore or in the neighbourhood of Hudson’s Bay, 
and such adjacent territory as these forts may under the circumstances have given them 
a right to; and that Ontario is entitled to have its northerly boundary line drawn 
accordingly. 

If the evidence fails to satisfy the Arbitrators of the right of Ontario to this extent 
of territory, I refer them to the possible alternative lines mentioned at page 423 and 
Ce pages of the Book of Documents; and I will not detain the Arbitrators now 

by the stattment and discussion of these othier lines. 

If there should seem to the Arbitrators to be too much doubt on the cake to 
enable them to determine with absolute precision the northern boundary of the Province, 
a boundary should be assigned, which would give to the Province the full territory which 
the commissions to the Governors definitely provided for, and such further territory to 
the north as may be just and reasonable in view of the eligi case. 
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ARGUMENT OF Mr. Hopeins, Q.C. 


Mr. Thomas Hodgins, Q.C., for the Province of Ontario, next addressed the Arbi- 
trators. He said: In the printed documents submitted by the Government of Ontario, 
three territories are mentioned, the localities and limits of which must in some measure 
be ascertained, in order to arrive at a proper solution of the question where the bound- 
aries of Ontario should be traced. These territories are, (1) The Indian Territories ; 
(2) the Territories claimed by the Hudson’s Bay Company, and (3) the Territories 
known as Canada or New France. ee 
' The Indian Territories may be shortly described as those extensive tracts of land 
lying to the wesward and northward of Canada and the Hudson’s Bay Company’s Terri- 
tory, not actually taken possession of by any civilized government prior to 1763. ‘These 
Indian Territories are, as we contend, the lands described by Sir Alexander Mackenzie 
in his 7’ravels in North America, published during the early part of the present century, 
and appear on the map as the Athabascan and Chippawayan Territories. These terri- 
tories were specially reserved under the sovereignty of the Crown for the use of the 
Indians by the King’s Proclamation of the 7th October, 1763, which established the 
Provinces of Quebec, East and West Florida, and Grenada, ‘within the countries and 
islands ceded to the Crown” by the Treaty of Paris of the 10th February, 1763. That 
Proclamation describes them as “the lands lying to the westward of the sources of 
the rivers which fall into the sea from the west and north-west ;” and as ‘such parts of 
our dominions and territories as, not having been ceded to us, are reserved to the 
Indians, or any of them, as their hunting grounds ;” and again, as “lands which not 
having been ceded to or purchased by us, are still reserved to the said Indians as afore- 
said.” * They are also described in the first section of the Act of 1803, which extended 
the jurisdiction of the Courts of Lower and Upper Canada over crimes and offences 
committed within certain parts of North America, in the following words :—‘ Indian 
Territories or other parts of America, not within the limits of the Provinces of Lower 
-or Upper Canada, or either of them, or of the jurisdiction of the Courts established in 
those Provinces, or within the limits of any civil government of the United States. of 
America.” + No more clearly defined locality is given to these territories in any of 
‘the State Papers relating to North America; but Lord Selkirk in his Sketch of the 
British Fur Trade in North America, published in 1816, refers to them thus :—‘“ This 
vague term, ‘ Indian Territories,’ has been used without any definition to point out the 
particular territories to which the Act is meant to apply.” “There are, however, exten- 
sive tracts of country to which the provisions of the Act unquestionably do apply, viz., 
those which lie to the north and west of the Hudson’s Bay Territories, and which are 
known in Canada by the general name of ‘Athabasca.’ It was here that the violences, 
which gave occasion to the Act, were committed ; and these are the only districts in which 
a total defect of jurisdiction described in the preamble of the Act was to be found.” { 

The other territories are those which, prior to the cession of Canada in 1763, formed 
the possessions of the King of England, and are claimed as the ‘ Hudson’s Bay Com- 
pany’s Territory,” and the possessions of the King of France, and known as ‘Canada or 
New France.” That portion of this latter territory lying west of the Ottawa and Lake 
Temiscaming, and of “a line drawn due north to the boundary line” or “shore” “of 
Hudson’s Bay”—excepting the portion south of the great lakes, and west to the 
Mississippi, ceded to the United States in 1783—now forms the territory of the Province 
of Ontario. The diplomatic correspondence and state papers, printed in the Book of 
Documents, show that for a series of years, prior to 1763, the territory about the shores 
of Hudson’s Bay was a chronic subject of dispute, of diplomatic negotiation, and of 
treaties, between the English and French Governments. From 1668 to 1755, the chief 
subject of discussion between the French Ministers and their Governors in Canada, and 
the English Ministers and the French Plenipotentiaries, was what were the territorial 
limits or boundaries of the two Sovereigns about Hudson’s Bay. 


* Book of Documents, p. 26. + Ibid., p. 5. 
+ Earl Selkirk, Sketch of the Fur Trade, pp. 85-6, 
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‘Taking first the question to which Sovereign the southern limits of Hudson’s Bay 
belonged, it will be found that after the Treaty of Utrecht in 1713, the English Ministers. © 
asserted that the whole of Hudson’s Bay, including of course the southern shore inland 
to line 49, belonged to Great Britain. On the other hand, the representatives of the 
Crown of France contended that their earlier discoveries, their prior possession, and their 
settlements, had made that southern shore part of the territory of Canada. Certainly up 
to 1700, the Hudson’s Bay Company conceded to the French the sovereignty of the 
southern portion of James’ Bay south of the Albany River on the west,—or line 53° 
north latitude.* But subsequently a gradual advance was made in the territorial claims. 
of the Hudson’s Bay Company, as follows :—To the Canute or Hudson River in 52° N ‘ 
latitude + ; to Lake Miskosinke or Mistoveny in 513° N. latitude ¢ ; although no new 
possessory rights were acquired by Great Britain or the Company in the disputed 
territory between 1700 and 1713. 

After the Treaty of Utrecht of 1713, the claim presented by the Company to the _ 
English Government advanced the boundary to line 49° N, latitude.§ That Treaty 
restored—not surrendered—to England “the Bay and Streights of Hudson, together 
with all lands, seas, sea coasts, rivers and places situate in the said Bay and Streights. 
which belong thereto,” all of which with the fortresses there erected, “‘either before or 
since the French seized the same,” were to be given up within six months from the 
ratification of the Treaty. It further provided that the conterminous limits of the 
territories of the two nations, at Hudson’s Bay, should be determined within a year by 
Commissioners to be named by each Government ; so as to fix “the limits between the 
said Bay of Hudson and the places appertaining to the French—which limits both the 
British and French subjects shall be wholly forbidden to pass over or thereby to go to 
each other by sea or land.” This Treaty, notwithstanding the exclusion, gave to the 
French a right to use the shores of the Bay, whatever meaning may be attached to the 
following words : ‘It is, however, provided that it may be entirely free for the Company 
of Quebec, and all other the subjects of the Most Christian King whatsoever, to go by 
land, or by sea, whithersoever they please, out of the lands of the said Bay, together with 
all their goods, erchandises, arms, and effects of what nature or condition soever,” except 
munitions of war.|| The Commissioners were appointed, but never determined the 
question of boundary. The British Commissioners, inspired by the Hudson’s Bay Com- 
pany, claimed for the first time as the boundary, the line 49° north latitude. This 
the Commissioners of the French King resisted, contending that the territory claimed was. 
part of Canada. 

Now at that time the Hudscn’s Bay Company had not any territorial occupation 
beyond a few small posts or a widely-scattered fringe of settlements, about three or four, 
on the shores of the Bay, and from which their trade with the Indians was carried on. 
This fact appears in the evidence taken by a Committee of the House of Commons in 
1749. Historically the same fact is stated by writers and officers of the Company who- 
dealt with the question from personal knowledge. In Robson’s Accownt of Hudson’s Bay, 
published in 1753, it is stated :—“The Company have, for sixty years, slept at the edge 
of a frozen sea. They have shown no curiosity to penetrate further themselves, and have 
exerted all their art and power to crush the spirit in others.” (p. 6.) Further on, in 
speaking of the Indians, he shows how the French had gone inland, and had—unmolested — 
by the Company—established forts and trading settlements with the Indians, and which, 
according to the acknowledged rules of international law, had given the French King 
proprietary and sovereign rights over the territory thus occupied by his subjects. ‘The 
French,” he says, “live and trade with the Indians within the country at the heads of 
the rivers that run down to the English factories.” ‘In consequence of this narrow spirit. 
of self-interest in the Company, the French have been encouraged to travel many hundred 
miles overland from Canada, and up many rivers that have great waterfalls, in order to: 
make trading settlements ; and there they carry ona friendly intercourse with the natives. 


* Book of Documents, p. 123. + Ibid., p. 124. 
+ Lbid., p. 129. § [did., p. 132. 
|| Zbid., p. 16, fbid., p. 132; 
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at the head of most of the rivers westward of the Bay, even as far as the Churchill River, 
and intercept the Company’s trade.” ‘There are fine improvable lands up the rivers of 
the Bay, and no British settlements or colonies are made or attempted to be made 
there.” (p. 7.) 

Bowen’s Geography, published in 1747, says: ‘The bottom of the Bay is by the 
French pretended to be part of New France ; and indeed, to cross the country from St. 
Margaret’s River (meaning the St. Maurice or the Saguenay) which runs into the river 
of Canada or St. Lawrence, to Rupert’s River, at the bottom of Hudson’s Bay, is not 
above 150 miles. The French have a house or settlement for trade near the southern 
branch of Moose River, about 100 miles above the factory, where they sell their goods 
cheaper than the Company do: although it be very difficult and expensive to carry 
them so far from Canada. . . . The French get all the choice skins, and leave only 
the refuse for the Company. The French have also got another house (Fort Nemiskau) 
pretty high up, upon Rupert’s River, by which they have gained all the trade upon the 
East Main, except a little the Company get at Slude River, the mouth of which is about 
thirty leagues to the north of Rupert’s River.” And further on, referring to the absence 
of English trade with the interior, the writer says that ‘‘The English who trade here 
have no plantations or settlements within land, but live near the coast within their forts, 
in little houses or huts.”* Governor Pownall, in his Report on the French posts in 
North America, states that by their influence with the Indians, the French had been 
admitted to a landed possession and had become possessed of a real interest in and a real 
command over the country. + 

The French Government prior to the Treaty of Utrecht claimed the whole of that 
territory ; and after the Treaty they continued to claim it as part of ‘“‘Canada.” They 
contended :—“ The term ‘restitution,’ which has been used in the Treaty, conveys the 
idea clearly that the English can claim only what they have possessed ; and as they 
never had but a few establishments on the sea coast, it is evident that the interior of 
the country is considered as belonging to France.”{ The French King, Louis XIV., 
in a letter to M. De la Barre, dated the 5th August, 1683, claimed that the actual 
possession of the territory about the Bay had been taken in his name prior to the 
possession of the English. His letter states, ‘‘ I recommend you to prevent the English, 
as much as possible, from establishing themselves in Hudson’s Bay, possession whereof 
was taken in my name several years ago ; and as Col. d’Unguent (Dongan) appointed 
Governor of New York by the King of England, has had precise orders on the part of the 
said King to maintain good corresponderice with us, and carefully avoid whatever may 
interrupt it, I doubt not the difficulties you have experienced on the side of the English 
will cease for the future.” 

The facts connected with the right of possession then claimed by the French King, 
will be found in a letter from M. Talon to the King, dated Quebec, Nov. 2, 1671, in 
which he states that he had despatched Father Albanel and Sieur de St. Simon to Hudson’s 
Bay.§ Then, further on, the result of their journey is thus described : “ Father Charles 
Albanel, Jesuit Missionary, employed in the instruction of the Indian nations and 
Montagnais, and Paul Denis de St. Simon, commissary, and deputed by M. Talon, 
Intendant of Canada, to take possession in the King’s name of the countries, lands, lakes 
and rivers, which lie between the banks of the River St. Lawrence as far as the shores of 
the straits of the Fretum “Davis, including Hudson’s Bay, and adjacent lands and seas, 
being at Miskaouto, Nagasit, places where the Indians meet to trade, and at the River 
Nimiskau (Rupert River) which rises in Lake Nemiskau, the residence of Capt. Kiaskou, 
Chief of all the Indians inhabiting the North Sea and Hudson’s Bay, and on the 9th of 
July, 1672, planted the Cross, with the Captain’s consent, and in His Majesty’s name set 
up the arms of France, on the said Lake Nemiskau, at the mouth of the river of the 
same name. On the 19th of the same month, being at the River Minahigouskae, 
Sossibahourat, captain of the Mistasirenois, having consented, they did set up in like 
manner the said arms, after having turned up a sod of earth, pulled up some grass, planted 
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some shrubs and performed other necessary ceremonies. They made known to the Indian 
nations, in their language, that they subjected them to the French nation, and that they 
should acknowledge in future King Louis XIV., for their Monarch and Sovereign Lord. 
In witness whereof, the said minute was signed by Father Albanel, Sieur de St. Simon, 
and by Sebastian Provero ; and the chiefs of each Indian nation, to the number of eleven, 
made their hieroglyphical marks.” A similar surrender by the Indians on the west side 
of Hudson’s Bay took place at Sault Ste. Marie.* In these statements we have not 
only the actual taking possession, but we have that act of Indian surrender which has been 
recognized by the Crown of England for years ; the actual surrender of the Indian terri- 
tory by a document signed by the chiefs of those Indians who were the occupants of the 
territory about Hudson’s Bay, acknowledging that they surrendered the territory to the 
King of France, in the same manner as the Indian territories have been and still are 
surrendered to the Crown in Canada. 

The Treaty of Utrecht did not surrender any portion of the territory of Canada or 
New France, it only restored the Bay and Straits of Hudson ; therefore whatever should 
be included in that description was ceded to the Crown of England. The English could 
not claim more territory than that named in the Treaty, and as “Canada” was not named 
or ceded, no part of it, as such, became the property of the Crown of England. ‘I'he word 
used by the French was restétwra. The rule of interpretation in regard to such Treaties 
is, that where the Treaty is alleged to be capable of two interpretations, that which is most 
favourable to the ceding power shall govern. Such was the decision of the United States 
Supreme Court in the case of the United States vs. Arredondo.t In that case there 
was a difference between the American and Spanish copies of the Treaty ; but the Court 
held that the version which was most favourable to Spain, the ceding power, should 
govern. In giving judgment the Court said: “A Treaty of cession is a deed of the ceded 
territory ; the Sovereign is the grantor ; the act is his, so far as it relates to the cession ; 
the Treaty is his act and deed.” ‘The King of Spain was the grantor; the Treaty was 
his deed ; the exception was made by him ; and its nature and effect depended upon his 
intention expressed by his words in reference to the thing granted, and the thing reserved, 
and excepted in and by the grant.” ‘‘We must be governed by the clearly expressed and 
manifest intention of the grantor, and not the grantee, in private—a fortiori in public— 
grants.” 2 

Examining this Treaty by the light of this decision, we find that the French King 
“restored” only that which had been originally English territory—on the Bay and Straits 
of Hudson ; not by name any territory of Canada or New France. The French King 
being the ceding power, could not be held bound by a larger cession than the words of the 
Treaty covered. This view was strongly and effectively maintained by the French Com- 
missioners. In M. de Lamothe’s memoirs to the Duke of Orleans, he reported: ‘The 
English have never possessed the lands that the French have at Hudson’s Bay, therefore 
it is impossible for the King of France to restore them to them; for one cannot restore 
more than that which has been taken by usurpation. The fact is that at the time of the 
said Treaty of Utrecht, the French possessed one part of the Strait and Bay of Hudson, 
and the English possessed the other. It is very true that, some time before, the 
King of France had conquered the English part; and it is of this that it is understood 
that restitution is to be made.”t To the same effect is the memoir of M. D Auteuil, 
Attorney-General of Canada: “The Treaty of Utrecht speaks.only of restitution ; let the 
English show that which the French have taken from them, and they will restore it to 
them ; but all that they demand beyond this they demand without any appearance of 
right.” “It is well to remark that the English in all the places of the said Bay and 
Straits which they have occupied, have always stopped at the border of the sea, while 
the French, from the foundation of the colony of Canada, have not ceased to traverse all 
the lands and rivers bordering on the said Bay, taking possession of all the places and 
founding posts and missions. They cannot say that any land, or river, or lake, belongs 
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to Hudson’s Bay, because if all the rivers which empty into this Bay, or which com- 
municate with it, belongs to it, it might be said that all New France belonged to them,— 
the Saguenay and the St. Lawrence communicating with the Bay by the lakes. That 
this being incontestable, it is for France to regulate the limits in this particular quarter, 
and that of the little which she may cede, she will always cede that which is her own, as 
the English cannot pretend to anything except a very small extent of the country 
adjoining the forts which they have possessed at the foot of the Bay.”* And consistent 
with these views, it appears that after the Treaty the French erected a fort at the head 
of the Albany River.t The Hudson’s Bay Company claimed that the boundary should 
be at the 49th parallel, while the French insisted it should be at the 55th parallel. The 
object of the Company being, as stated by Chief Justice Draper, ‘‘ to establish an arbitrary 
boundary and to secure the fur trade from the French.” t 

The negotiations between the Commissioners appear to have ended about 1720, 
probably because during that year several of the chief Ministers of State whose names 
appear in these papers—notably Mr. Secretary Craggs, the Earl of Sunderland, het 
Chancellor of the Exchequer, and others—-became implicated in corrupt transactions with 
the South Sea Company, which caused their expulsion from Parliament the following 
year. Their successors in the Government appear to have allowed the negotiations to 

_ lapse. ‘‘ Nothing was done,” wrote the Duke de Choiseuil in 1761. 

The next chapters in this history are the capture of Quebec anu the Treaty of Paris 
of 1763, by which Canada was ceded to England. By the Articles of the Capitulation 
of Montreal between General Amherst and the Marquis de Vaudreuil in 1760, and the 
Treaty of 1763, France ceded to England “in full right, Canada and all its dependencies, 
and the sovereignty and property acquired, by treaty or otherwise,” and declared that 
“a line drawn along the middle of the River Mississippi” should be the limits of the 
British and French Territories. 

Neither in the capitulation between General Amherst and the Marquis de Vaudreuil, 
nor in the Treaty of 1763, is there any reference to the territories about Hudson’s Bay. 
But I take this ground now: By this capitulation, by this treaty, the English King 
succeeded to the sovereignty, to the prerogative rights, and to the assertion of title, over 
the territories which the French King claimed about Hudson’s Bay. In addition to his 
own prerogatives as King of England, he became clothed with the prerogatives which had 
pertained to the King of France as the Sovereign over this territory ; and this double 
prerogative was to be exercised in such a way as would best maintain the public right of 
the people to whose allegiance he had succeeded. The claim to the territories about 
Hudson’s Bay had been in contest between the King of France and the Hudson’s Bay 
Company. It now became a question of territorial right between the King of England, 
as representing the possessory rights and sovereignty of the King of France, on the one 
side, and the Hudson’s Bay Company on the other. Succeeding, therefore, to the French 
sovereignty over this territory and people, the Crown of England had the right to claim 
as against the Hudson’s Bay Company, and all others, the French sovereignty, as if the 
French authority had not been suppressed, and as if the French authority was itself 
seeking to enforce its territorial claims. Viewed in the light of this claim of the double 
Sovereignty which it thus had, the subsequent proceedings of the Crown of England in ~ 
regard to the boundaries of Upper Canada, should weigh with the Arbitrators in 
determining what effect and what interpretation should be given to these subsequent 
proceedings as political acts of state. The interpretation, I take it, of this double 
sovereignty, must be that which was the largest and most advantageous for the public 
rights of the Sovereign and people. This doctrine of succession to sovereign rights has 
received judicial interpretation in regard to the property and territory, and sovereign 
rights, of a displaced power. And the judicial interpretation which I shall quote is cited 
with approval in the last edition of Wheaton on International Law, as being a fair and 
proper exposition of public law on that question. In the case of the United States vs. 
McRae §, Vice-Chancellor (now Lord Justice) James, says: “ I apprehend it to be the 
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clear, public, universal law, that any Government which de facto succeeds to any other 
Government, whether by revolution or restoration, conquest or re-conquest, succeeds to 
all the public property, to everything in the nature of public property, and to all rights 
in respect of the public property of the displaced power,—whatever may be the nature or 
origin of the title of such displaced power.” “But this right is the right of succession, is 
the right of representation ; it is a right not paramount but derived, I will not say under, 
but through the suppressed and displaced authority, and can only be enforced in the same 
way, and to the same extent, and subject to the same co-relative obligations and rights, as 
if that authority had not been suppressed and displaced, and was itself seeking to enforce 
it.” The same doctrine had been previously recognized in England, in the case of the 
King of the Two Sicilies vs. Wilcou,* United States vs. Prioleau,} and in Canada in the 
case of United States vs. Boyd. The Supreme Court of the United States has in various 
ceases affirmed the same doctrine: that the new government takes the place of that which 
has passed away, and succeeds to all the rights and property of the original sovereign. 

Now, with reference to the alleged claims of the Hudson’s Bay Company to the 
lands south of Hudson’s Bay, to line 49°, it may reasonably be argued that there could 
be no estoppel between the Crown of England, clothed with the double sovereignty of the 
French and English Crowns, over this disputed territory, and the Hudson’s Bay Company. 
Whatever representations and claims the Hudson’s Bay Company may have induced the 
English Government to make prior to the cession of the territory, would not estop the 
Crown of England, having acquired the sovereignty which France had held, in any con- 
tention between it and the Hudson’s Bay Company. 

Chief Justice Harrison—I fancy that Great Britain could not have conferred on 
the Hudson’s Bay Company any greater rights than Great Britain at the time of the 
grant possessed. 

Mr. Hodgins—The cession of the disputed territory would not accrue to the Hud- 
son’s Bay Company. 

Chief Justice Harrison—Not in the absence of an express grant, 

Mr. Hodgins—We say that this territory about the south shore of Hudson’s Bay 
had been surrendered by Indian treaty to the Crown of France prior to the Hudson's 
Bay Company’s claim of title, and had been occupied and thenceforward claimed as French 
territory up to a period after the Treaty of Utrecht, and therefore could not have been 
granted to the Hudson’s Bay Company. And that there would be no estoppel operating 
in favour of the Hudson’s Bay Company by. reason of the subsequent acquirement of 
that territory by the Crown of England in 1763. 

We come next to the King’s Proclamation of the 7th October, 1763, under which 
the Provinces of Quebec, East and West Florida, and Grenada, were established. In 
that Proclamation there seems to be an express reservation. The Proclamation is not 
printed in full in Book of Documents, but it will be found in a work which I obtained 
from the Education Department of Ontario, in which the terms of Capitulation, the 
Treaty of Peace, and the Proclamations in regard to the earlier establishment of Quebec 
and the other Provinces, are collected. That Proclamation reserves out of the extensive and 
valuable acquisitions in America secured to the Crown by the Treaty of Paris, other ter- 
ritories than those placed under the four Governments then constituted, viz., a territory 
not yet ceded to the Crown, which, I assume, included the Indian territories before refer- 
red to, and a.territory beyond the sources of the rivers which fall into the Atlantic. It 
was assumed at that time, and some of the maps confirmed the assumption, that Lake 
Winnipeg was connected with Pigeon River, and so through the great lakes with the St. 
Lawrence. The Crown therefore reserved for future disposition the territories referred 
to, and expressly limited the jurisdiction of the Governors of the new Provinces in a way 
markedly different from the commissions which issued subsequently under the Quebec 
Act: “ That no Governor or Commander-in-Chief do presume, upon any pretence what- 
ever, to grant warrants of survey, or pass any patents for lands beyond the bounds of 
their respective governments, or for lands beyond the heads or sources of any of the rivers. 
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which fali into the Atlantic Ocean, from the west or north-west, or any lands whatever, 
which, not having been ceded to or purchased by us, are reserved to the Indians.” 

The next document in point of time is the Quebec: Act of 1774. The Attorney- 
General has left me little to add in construing that Act, and he has shown that the words 
“during His Majesty’s pleasure,” preserved the future exercise of the Royal prerogative. 
The Dominion contends for the most limited construction which can be placed upon the 
term “northward” in that Act—that it means “due north.” ‘The rule is otherwise 
stated by the Supreme Court of the United States: ‘‘In great questions which concern 
the boundaries of States—when great natural boundaries are established in general terms 
with a view to public convenience and the avoidance of controversy—the great object, 
where it can be distinctly perceived, ought not to be defeated by those technical perplex- 
ities which may sometimes influence contracts between individuals.”* But apart from 
the construction placed by the Crown upon that word “ northward,” immediately after 
the passing of the Act, we find in the preamble of the Act, and on the ground within the 
disputed territory—that is, between the line drawn “due north” from the junction of 
the Ohio and Mississippi, and the line of the “ banks of the Mississippi River” —irresisti- 
ble arguments against the contention of the Dominion. Now, within that disputed ter- 
ritory between the lines referred to, there were, at the time, several well-known settle- 
ments and trading forts of the French, as shown on the maps: Forts Kaministiquia, St. 
Pierre, St. Charles, La Pointe or Chacouamicon, St. Croix, Bonsecour, St. Nicholas, 
Crevecceur, St. Louis, De Chartres, and the. settlements on Lake Superior, west of this 
“due north ” line. 

The preamble of the Act shows that the intention of Parliament was to extend civil 
government over French settlements left out of governmental control ; for after reciting 
the Proclamation of 1763, it says: ‘‘ Whereas, vy the arrangements made by the said 
Roya! Proclamation, a very large extent of country, within which there were several 
colonies and settlements of the subjects of France who claimed to remain therein under 
the faith of the said Treaty, was left without any provision being made for the administra- 
tion of civil government therein.” Now, if the object of the Act, as stated in the pre- 
amble, was to extend civil government over the colonies and settlements not theretofore 
within the limits of any of the Provinces, can any reasonable argument be advanced for 
excluding from the benefits of that Act a long and narrow strip of territory containing 
the settlements and forts named, lying between this “due north” line and the eastern 
banks of the Mississippi? England, at the surrender of Canada, claimed to the line of 
the Mississippi, and the map produced by the Dominion as the one containing the line 
traced between General Amherst and the Marquis de Vaudreuil, shows that the line 
started from Red Lake, one of the sources of the Mississippi. And as if to place the 
boundary beyond question, the Treaty declares that the limits between the British and 
French territories shall “be fixed irrevocably by a line drawn along the middle of the 
River Mississippi from its source to the River Iberville,” ete. 

But,—still keeping in view the object of the Quebec Act as set forth in the preamble, 
and remembering that the Crown in its negotiations with France had perseveringly insisted 
upon the line of the Mississippi as the western boundary of Canada, and had obtained 
that boundary,—there is a further point which I would press upon the Arbitrators. The 
first document promulgated by the Crown immediately after the passing of the Act, was 
a commission to Sir Guy Carleton, in December, 1774, as Governor-General of the new 
Province of Quebec, and it gives an authoritive interpretation by the Crown of the inde- 
finite word “ northward,” used in the Act of Parliament, and which was peculiarly within 
the power and prerogative of the Crown to interpret. That commission gives the boun- 
daries mentioned in the Quebec Act until it comes to the words “westward to the banks 
of the Mississippi and northward,” not “due north,” but “northward along the eastern 
bank of the said river (Mississippi).” This description must be taken to be the Crown’s 
interpretation of the boundaries which the Act of Parliament had established for the 
Province of Quebec, and was a political act of state within the prerogative right of the 
Crown—to fix the boundaries where they were uncertain, and even to extend them if 
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necessary ; and such act of the Crown is binding upon the Arbitrators and cannot now be: 
questioned. That Governor-General, as well as his successor, had thus from the Crown 
complete jurisdiction over the territory to the line of the banks of the Mississippi. But 
when the southern portion of the Province of Quebec was ceded to the United States, by 
the Treaty of 1783, the Crown had again to interpret the Quebec Act as to the remaining 
territory ; and in the commission issued by the Crown in 17 86, appointing Sir Guy 
Carleton, Governor-General over what remained of the Province of Quebec, the Crown 
defined that Province as extending on the west to the Lake of the Woods and the Missis— 
sippi River.* 

These commissions to the Governors were political acts of state or of sovereign 
power over the territory in question, and brought the territory within the jurisdiction of 
the civil government of Quebec delegated to the Governors. The Courts of the United 
States have been called upon to determine questions of boundaries similar to that now 
before the Arbitrators ; and by a consensus of decisions from 1818 to the present, their 
courts say that in all these questions affecting boundaries the act is a political act. We 
callit a prerogative act. They hold that where the political act has been recognized 
either by the Executive or by Congress, either officially or in legislative documents, or in 
diplomatic controversies with foreign nations, that the interpretation put upon the boun- 
daries of territories, and the limitation of such boundaries, and the claim in regard to such 
boundaries, shall govern the civil courts. Chief Justice Marshall, in delivering the judg- 
ment of the Supreme Court on the question of the boundaries of Louisiana and West. 
Florida, in the case of Foster v. Neilson,+ says: “After these acts of sovereign power 
over the territory in dispute, to maintain the opposite construction would certainly be 
an anomaly in the history and practice of nations. If the Government have unequivo- 
cally asserted its right of dominion over a country of which it is in possession, and which 
it claims under a treaty, if the Legislature has acted on the construction thus asserted, it 
is not in its own courts that this construction is to be denied. A question like this, 
respecting boundaries of nations, is more a political than a legal question, and in its dis- 
cussion the courts of every country must respect the pronounced will of the Government. 
To do otherwise would be to subvert those principles which govern the relations between 
the legislative and judicial departments, and mark the limits of each.” This judgment. 
has been cited with approval, and has been followed in all subsequent cases of disputed 
boundaries of states or territories. 

But we are not limited to these unquestioned and unquestionable prerogative acts of 
the Crown in interpreting the statute. We come next to the division of the Province of 
Quebec into Upper and Lower Canada; and if words mean what they express, then the 
words used in the Order in Council, } in the paper presented to the Houses of Parliament, 
previous to the passing of the Act of 1791,§ in the proclamation of General Clarke,|| and 
in the Commissions which were subsequently issued to the Governors under that Act9 
show conclusively the intention of the Crown as to the boundaries of the new Province: 
of Upper Canada, whether as dividing the old Province of Quebec, or as settling the 
uncertain course of the ‘northward ” line of the Quebec Act. The Order of the King in 
Council and the Proclamation issued immediately after the passing of the Act, were also. 
“acts of sovereign power over the territory” in question, and are, we contend, as. 
binding on the arbitrators as they would be on a court of justice. If these acts of the 
Crown were more than a division of the Province of Quebec ; if they were also an exten- 
sion of the boundaries of the old Province of Quebec, they are equally acts of the pre- 
rogative, done with the concurrence of the other estates of the realm, and are binding 
upon this Arbitration as a court of justice. Therefore, in whatever light the Order in 
Council of 1791, and the Proclamation under it, are viewed, that Proclamation—giving 
the boundaries described in the paper presented to the Parliament, and sanctioned by the 
Order in Council—is the document which determines what are the boundaries of the 
Province of Ontario. It determined what were the boundaries of the Province of Upper 
Canada. The Statute of 1841 united the Province of Upper Canada with the Province: 
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of Lower Canada, but did not alter the boundaries of either. The Confederation Act of 
1867 declares that the boundaries of the former Province of Upper Canada shall be the 
boundaries of the Province of Ontario. Thus we are brought back to the Order in Council 
and Proclamation of 1791, as to what are the true boundaries of Ontario. The paper 
submitted to Parliament, and the Proclamation, give two limits : 

First.—That the boundary shall commence at the St. Lawrence at Longueuil, thence 
to the Ottawa River, thence up the Ottawa to the head of Lake Temiscaming, and thence 
in a line “due north until it strikes the boundary line of Hudson’s Bay ”—not, of the 
Hudson’s Bay Company’s territory. And we have in the commissions to the Governors- 
General, as the Attorney-General has stated, a further interpretation of the word “ boun- 
dary ”—the use of the word “shore.” From 1791 to 1846 every commission issued by 
the Crown contains the expressions—‘‘strikes the boundary line,” or “strikes” or 
‘‘reaches ” the “shore of Hudson’s Bay.” No less than eighteen commissions issued by 
the Crown of England to the Governors between those dates, use the terms “strikes” or 
‘reaches ” the boundary line or the shore of Hudson’s Bay. Therefore we contend that 
the Crown of England, having what may be called the double sovereignty of the French 
and English Crowns in regard to that disputed southern shore of Hudson’s Bay—whether 
the former sovereignty had been admitted or denied—intended that this new Province of 
Upper Canada should extend to the southern shore of Hudson’s Bay. 

Second.—The Parliamentary paper and the Proclamation say, ‘‘westward to the utmost 
extent of the country commonly called or known by the name of Canada.” Now the 
Crown here uses a word which the Crown had knowledge of. In the negotiations with 
_the French King, the Crown had been contending for the cession of the country called or 
known by the name of “Canada.” It had obtained, first by conquest, and then by treaty, 
the territory or country called or known by the name of “Canada.” Now, the limits of 
Canada were known either from descriptions in State documents, or from a known extent 
of territory—known to the Crown and to the officers of the Crown—or known by local- 
ities which had certain names admitted to be within the territory or country called or 
known by the name of ‘‘ Canada.” ‘To aid us in finding the extent of Canada we may 
refer to maps published in England and France prior to and at the time of this Proclama- 
tion. We may also refer to the prior admissions or reports by the officers of the English 
and French Governments ; to the works of historians and geographers, and the knowledge 
acquired by the actual experience of travellers ; and from all these we can obtain with 
tolerable certainty a knowledge of the extent of the territory called or known by the 
name of “Canada.” Now, it is not necessary, so far as this arbitration is concerned, to 
consider that portion south of the present boundary between the United States and our- 
selves, or to determine whether it was part of Canada or not. I have argued that it was ; 
and the United States Courts in dealing with questions of titles there have held that the 
territory lying to the east of the Mississippi was formerly Canada, and, that the United 
States had succeeded to the title of the King of France in that part of Canada which he 
had prior to the conquest by Great Britain in 1759, and which was ceded to England by 
the treaty of 1763.* So far, therefore, as that territory is concerned, had it remained the 
property of England it would have become part of the new Province under the term 
“Canada,” used in the Proclamation of 1791. North of the line of the Mississippi, and 
north of what is now the international boundary, there were French forts or trading posts. 
These French forts—Fort Bourbon, Fort Dauphin, Fort La Reine, Fort Rouge, Fort St. 
Charles, Fort Maurepas, Fort St. Pierre and Fort Kaministiquia—appear on both French 
and English maps published prior and subsequent to the surrender of Canada. Now, to 
what Sovereign did these forts belong? Did they belong to the Sovereign of England or 
of France? Were they occupied by English or by French subjects! Every record we 
have, whether taken from English or French sources, admits that these forts were French ; 
that all through that interior western country the French had established their posts, had 
carried on trade with the Indians, and were more adventurous than the English. The 
English had simply occupied a scattered fringe of posts on the shores of Hudson’s Bay, 
while the French had gone into the interior of the country, had established these trading 
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posts, and by virtue of their establishment had occupied the territory with the knowledge 
and tacit acquiescence of the English—if the English had been entitled by the possession 
of the coasts to that interior country,—had occupied the interior portions of the country 
and made settlements, and had therefore acquired for the King of France the dominion 
and sovereignty of that territory. That interior territory, therefore, as part of the ter- 
ritory of Canada, was surrendered under the Treaty of 1763. I think that this is put 
beyond question by the Articles of Capitulation between the Marquis de Vaudreuil and 
General Amherst. Article 3 mentions the posts situated on the frontiers—Detroit, 
Michillimackinac, and other posts. Article 25 provides for the affairs of the trading com- 
pany known as the Indian or Quebec Company, referred to in the Treaty of Utrecht. 
Article 37 provides that the Canadians and French “ settled or trading in the whole extent 
of the Colony of Canada,” shall preserve peaceable possession of their goods both movable 
and unmovable ; they shall also retain the furs in the “ posts above ” which belong to 
them, and those which may be on their way to Montreal ; and they shall have leave to 
send canoes to fetch furs which shall have remained in the posts. These particular refer- 
ences to the settlements and posts in the countries above, clearly point to the French 
trading posts on Lake Superior and in the country west of that lake. Then we have the 
map which is printed in the Dominion case, which shows that whatever may have been 
the dispute between the Marquis de Vaudreuil and General Amherst as to the Mississippi, 
the Marquis admitted that the western boundary of Canada extended to Red Lake—a 
lake immediately south of the Lake of the Woods. They did not dispute as to the ter- 
ritories north of that lake ; and the terms of the capitulation covered the posts and forts 
in the countries above, which posts and forts were those I have mentioned, some of which 
were in what has since been known as the Red River Territory. 

After these admissions by the Marquis de Vaudreuil on behalf of the King of France, 
respecting “the posts and countries above,” could the French be heard contending that 
the country within which these posts and settlements were to be found was not a portion 
of Canada? French officers had established posts there for the benefit of the government 
of Canada. A trade was carried’ on between those posts and Montreal, and by distinct 
references, in the terms of the capitulation, provision was made respecting the French 
subjects and their property and furs therein, which would have been improper unless as 
referring to the territory of Canada then surrendered to the British Crown. The only 
dispute between the British and French was whether the south-westerly boundary should 
be along the River Ohio or along the River Mississippi. Then if those western posts 
and settlements formed part of the country commonly called or known by the name of 
“Canada,” clearly they were included in the boundaries of Upper Canada by the Procla- 
mation of 1791. Fort Nepigon, Fort Kaministiquia—tracing them westward,—Forts 
St. Pierre, St. Charles, La Reine, Maurepas, Dauphin, Bourbon,—some of them on Lake 
Superior, others on Pigeon River and the Lake of the Woods, Lake Winnipeg and Lake 
Manitoba. The evidence that these forts did exist is found not only in the documents 
furnished to the Arbitrators, but some of them are referred to in Sir Alex. Mackenzie’s 


travels. The preface to his work contains the following statement at page Ixv.: “ Fort 
Dauphin, which was established by the French before the Conquest ;” and again at page 
Ixxiii.: ‘‘It may be proper to observe that the French had two settlements upon the 


Saskatchiwine long before and at the Conquest of Canada, the first at the Pasquia, near 
Carrot River, and the other at Nepawi, where they had agricultural instruments and 
wheel carriages, marks of both being found about those establishments, where the soil is 
excellent.” The Nepawi settlement mentioned by Mackenzie is Fort St. Louis or 
Nipeween, on the Saskatchewan. He also refers to Fort Kaministiquia as having been 
under the French Government of Canada. 

Now the Dominion Case asserts a general principle of international law, which, if 
there was no countervailing doctrine or fact against it, would be held to be clearly appli- 
cable to cases where there was only the simple fact of possession. ‘ When a nation takes 
possession of a country with a view to settle there, it takes possession of everything 
included in it, as lands, lakes, rivers, etc.” That is true to a limited extent ; but this 
other doctrine is also true: that where the subjects of another Crown take possession of 
the same territory—either close to the settlements originally made by the first discoverers, 
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or get by some means into the interior of that territory, to the head waters of the rivers 
which flow down through the territory first settled—the subjects of the other Crown 
become entitled to that possession and territory if they are allowed to remain undisturbed, 
and their sovereign becomes entitled to the dominion over that territory. I quote first 
from Twiss on the Law of Nations in Time of Peace, page 166: “When discovery has 
not been immediately followed by settlement, but the fact of discovery has been notified, 
other nations by courtesy pay respect to the notification ; and the usage of nations has 
been to presume that settlement will take place within a reasonable time; but unless 
discovery has been followed, within a reasonable time, by some sort of settlement, the 
presumption arising out of notification is rebutted by non-user, and lapse of time gives 
rise to the opposite presumption of abandonment.” He then quotes the argument of 
the English plenipotentiaries at the conference between Great Britain and the United 
States in 1826, that it is only in proportion as first discovery is followed by exploration ; 
by formally taking possession in the name of the discoverer’s sovereign ; by occupation 
and settlement more or less permanent; by purchase of the territory on receiving the 
sovereignty from the nation ; or some of these acts that the title is strengthened and 
confirmed. 

The rule is further stated in Vattel’s Law of Nations, page 170: “If, at the same 
time, two or more nations discover and take possession of an island or other desert land 
without an owner, they ought to agree between themselves and make an equitable parti- 
tion ; but if they cannot agree, each will have the right of empire and the domain in the 
parts in which they have first settled.” Apply this to the case of the English and French 
struggling for the right of possession and sovereignty over this northern continent. 
Admit that the English did make discoveries and settlements on the shores of Hudson’s 
Bay. The French, prior to that, had made settlements along the St. Lawrence and up 
towards Hudson’s Bay, and subsequently within the interior of the country where the 
rivers flowing into Hudson’s Bay took their rise. The two nations should agree as to 
their limits ; but if they do not or cannot agree, each nation has the right of empire in 
the part respectively first settled by its subjects. The English will thus be entitled to so 
much of the shores of the Bay and of the interior country as will not interfere with the 
possesssory rights of the French at the Bay and in the west. The French will have the 
right to the territory they had settled upon, and up to such a line as the Chief Justice 
referred to when he suggested the illustration of a line along the middle of a river; so 
that it must be between the English settlements on the Bay, and the French settlements 
on the Bay and in the interior, that the line should be drawn. The English, after making 
a few small settlements on the shores of the Bay, rested there for years, and neglected to 
take possession of the interior. The French then took possession; and the effect of these 
acts of the two nations is governed by the rule thus stated by Vattel at page 171: “It 
may happen that a nation is contented with possessing only certain places, or appro- 
priating to itself certain rights in a country which has not an owner, without being 
solicitous to take possession of the whole country. In this case another nation may take 
possession of what the first has neglected ; but this cannot be done without allowing all 
the rights acquired by the first to subsist in their full and absolute independence ;” that 
is, to the extent of the territory they have acquired, or to the middle line between the 
two territories. And it is interesting to find the opinion of an English Sovereign, Queen 
Elizabeth, affirming a principle which has since been recognized as the correct one by 
writers on International Law.—In TJwiss on the Law of Nations, at page 173, we find 
the following: “When Mendoza, the Spanish Ambassador, remonstrated against the expe- 
dition of Drake, Queen Elizabeth replied that she ‘knew no right that the Spaniards 
had to any places, other than those they were in actual possession of. _For that they 
having touched only here and there upon a coast, and given names to a few rivers and capes, 
were such insignificant things as could in no wise entitle to a propriety, further than in 
parts where they actually settled and continued to inhabit.” Again Twiss says, at page 
175: “Settlement, when it has supervened on discovery, constitutes a perfect title ; but 
a title by settlement, when not combined with a title by discovery, is in itself imperfect, 
and its immediate validity will depend upon one or other condition: that the right of 
discovery has been waived, de jure, by non-user, or that the right of occupancy has been 
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renounced de facto, by the abandonment of the territory.” “ Again, the presumption of 
law will always be in favour of a title by settlement.” ‘‘ Where a title by settlement is 
opposed to a title by discovery, although no convention can be appealed to in proof of 
the discovery having been waived, still a tacit acquiescence on the part of the nation 
that asserts the discovery, during a reasonable lapse of time since the settlement has 
taken place, will bar its claim to disturb the settlement.” Wheaton, referring to this 
rule, says on page 220: “This rule is founded upon the supposition, confirmed by con- 
stant experience, that every person will naturally seek to enjoy that which belongs to 
him ; and the inference—fairly to be drawn from his silence and neglect—of an original 
defect in his title or his intention to relinquish it.” 

Thus the Arbitrators will see that international law has incorporated the same 
doctrine of prescription as that which prevails in the municipal courts of every civilized 
community. Assuming that the Hudson’s Bay Company had the right under their 
charter to go up those rivers which flowed into Hudson’s Bay, and settle the country, 
did they exercise that right, or did they acquiesce in another nation taking that right 
from them? Clearly, they did so acquiesce. They knew that the French had gone inland 
to the heads of the rivers flowing into Hudson’s Bay, and were trading with the Indians 
there ; they knew that the French had established their forts and posts there; and they 
knew that these forts and posts indicated an occupation and settlement of the territory ; 
and they knew all the legal results flowing from that occupation and settlement, which 
gave the French King proprietary and sovereign rights there; and they acquiesced in 
that occupation from the time the French settlements were made, and had acquiesced in 
it, up to the time of the cession of Canada in 1763; and the Hudson’s Bay Company, 
and those who now claim under them, cannot be heard asserting to-day that there was no 
acquiescence, and that there was no non-user of the right which the charter gave them, 
of going into the interior and occupying this territory as their own. The Hudson’s Bay 
Company, and the Dominion as claiming under them, assert title to the height of land 
or watershed line, on the ground that having taken possession of the mouths of certain 
rivers at Hudson’s Bay, they were entitled to all the lands watered by the rivers flowing 
into the Bay. A similar ground was taken by the United States in 1827, but Twiss 
(p. 174) combats it, and shows it to be irreconcilable with other rules of international 
law to which all nations agree. And referring to the argument founded upon the grants 
in such charters as that to the Hudson’s Bay Company, he says (173): “Those charters 
had no valid force or effect against the subjects of other sovereigns, but could only bind 
and restrain, vigore suo, those who were within the jurisdiction of the grantor of the 
charters ; and that although they might confer upon the grantees an exclusive title against 
the subjects of the same sovereign power, they could only affect the subjects of other 
sovereign powers so far as the latter might be bound, by the common law of nations, to 
respect acts of discovery and occupation effected by members of other independent 
political communities.” 

Apply these doctrines to the case of the Province, and the result is clear. We have 
established the fact of the early surrender of the Indian title to the territory around the 
southern shores of Hudson’s or James’ Bay to the French King; the fact of the actual 
settlement and occupatisn of these interior posts by the French, and which, according to 
the rules of international law, had made that territory part of Canada or New France. 
We stand on the territorial rights which the French King had thus acquired ; which the 
French King in 1763 ceded to the English Crown as Canada, with all its dependencies, 
and its settlements and posts in the whole extent of the Colony of Canada ; which by 
the Quebec Act and Commissions to Governors, became the north-western part of the 
Province of Quebec ; which by the Order in Council and Proclamation of 1791, and the 
commissions to Governors, became the former Province of Upper Canada, and which, by 
the British North America Act, has now become the territorial extent of the Province of 
Ontario. 


Arcument or Mr. MacManon, Q.C. 


Mr. Hugh MacMahon, Q.C., opened the case for the Dominion. He said: A great 
deal which had been argued upon the other side we have never questioned at all; and a 
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great part of what has been addressed to the Commissioners by my learned friend Mr. 
Hodgins, we agree with entirely. 

What I propose doing in the first place is to glance cursorily at the evidence in 
regard to the early settlements ; although I do not conceive it to have very much bearing 
on the case, still, as it has been pressed on the Arbitrators by the Attorney-General so 
very forcibly, I consider it necessary to view the facts as they appear from the historical 
documents. 

France claimed in 1685, and in 1671—1671 to 1685—that she was entitled to the 
whole North-West, including what is claimed as the Hudson’s Bay Territory. That claim 
was set up first by De Calliéres, when writing to the authorities in France in 1685, and 
afterwards.* His memoir was followed by the Marquis de Denonville’s, when communi- 
cating with the same Government. It was stated in that memoir just as has been asserted 
by the Attorney-General, and that memoir is set forth in the New York Historical Docu- 
ments, Vol. 9, 287, and also at page 304 of the same volume. But in that statement of M. 
de Denonville, he admits that documentary evidence could not even at that time be 
adduced in support of those visits having been made to Hudson’s Bay. His words 
are :—“ I annex to this letter a memoir of our rights to the entire of that country, of 
which our registers ought to be full, but no memorials of them are to be found.” ft 
When we come to examine into the facts of these asserted voyages, it will be 
found that not one of them was made until the voyage of Albanel, in 1672. It is 
asserted that Jean Bourdon, the Attorney-General, in 1656, explored the entire 
coast of Labrador and entered Hudson’s Bay. Now, there is no record whatever 
of that—nothing whatever to support it; but there is a record in 1655, that Sieur 
Bourdon, then Attorney-General, was authorized to make a discovery of the Hudson’s 
Bay, and it will be seen hereafter what he did in order to comply with that arrét of the 
Sovereign Council. He made an attempt: he started on his voyage on May 2, 1657. 
His statement is contained on page 3 of the Dominion Case. He started on May 2, and 
returned on August 11 of the same year. My learned friend had to admit that there 
was no possible chance of his making a voyage to Hudson’s Bay between those dates. 
The account of it, as given in the Relations of the Jesuits of 1658, page 9, is this :— 
“The 11th (August) there appeared the barque of M. Bourdon, which having descended 
the Grand River on the north side, sailed as far as the 55th degree, where it encountered 
a great bank of ice, which caused it to return, having lost two Hurons that it had taken 
as guides. The Esquimaux savages of the north massacred them, and wounded a 
Frenchman with three arrows and one cut with a knife.” Jean Bourdon was of the 
Province of Quebec ; he was well known to the Jesuits and trusted by them, and it is 
stated in the memoir that he went with Father Jogues on an embassy to Governor 
Dongan, then Governor of the Province of New York. { 

The other statement is that Father Dablon and Sieur de Vallitre were ordered in 
1661 to proceed to the country about Hudson’s Bay, and that they went thither accord- 
ingly. Now, all the accounts agree in the statement that Dablon never reached Hudson’s 
Bay. In Shea’s Charlevoix, Vol 3, pp. 39, 40, it is stated that Father Dablon 
attempted to penetrate to the Northern Ocean by ascending the Saguenay. Early in 
July, two months after they set out, they found themselves at the head of the Nekauba 
River, 300 miles from Lake St. John. They could not proceed any farther, being warned 
of the approach of the Iroquois. In the New York Historical Documents there is a 
note by the editor of these papers on page 97, which gives an account of the Rev. Father 
Dablon from the time of his arrival in Canada in 1665. He was immediately sent 
missionary to Onondaga, where he continued, with a brief interval, until 1658. In 1661 
he set out overland for Hudson’s Bay, but succeeded only in reaching the head.waters of 
the Nekauba, 300 miles from Lake St. John.§ 


* [The claim of France, from the first settlement of Canada, was that its boundaries extended on the 
west to the Pacific Ocean, and on the north to the Arctic. (See L’Escarbot, quoted p. 10, ante.)—G. E. L.J 


+ [See note ||, p. 279, ante.—G. E. L.] 
+ [See, as to the actual voyage which Bourdon made into the Bay, note *, p. 278, ante.—G. E. L.] 
§ [See note t, p. 278, ante.—G. E. L.] 
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An assertion is also made that some Indians came from about Hudson’s Bay 
to Quebec in 1663, and that Sieur la Couture, with five men, proceeded overland to the 
Bay, possession whereof they took in the King’s name.* ‘There is no account of this 
voyage in Charlevoix or in the Kelations of the Jesuits; and the authority relied upon 
is the same as my learned friend relies on as being furnished for the Marquis de Denon- 
ville, to which I have already referred as being untrustworthy. M. de Calliéres in his 
memoir, written in 1685, was twenty-one years after the time of which he writes. It is 
asserted in the memoir that Couture made that journey to the Hudson’s Bay for the 
purpose of discovery ; and taking that in connection with the fact that the Governor of 
the Province is compelled to admit that they have no record in any shape to which they 
could refer, although they ought to have many, and when we come to what really took 
place in 1671, during Talon’s administration, we find that it was then that the desire 
existed that some one connected with the French should go to the Hudson’s Bay, and, if 
possible, make a discovery of it ;t and the design of putting all this forward in ]685 was 
to make the King of France and his Ministers believe that this country was then in the 
possession of the French. For what purpose? Because in 1682 they had gone to that 
territory, had taken possession of the forts built and set up by Gillam and others on 
behalf of the Hudson’s Bay Company, and had destroyed property there ; therefore it 
was necessary that they should account in some way for having gone into that territory 
and taken possession of it.{ The next voyage claimed after that of Couture is the voyage 
of Sieur Duquet. 

Chief Justice Harrison—Before these periods there can be no doubt that some 
Frenchmen had penetrated to Hudson’s Bay. 

Mr. MacMahon—No, not one. Fort Rupert was established in 1668; that was 
Gillam’s Fort. It is admitted on all hands that Gillam built the first fort on the Bay.§ 
That was the first fort of any account upon the Hudson’s Bay or anywhere in connection 
with it; this is not questioned by my learned friend. That fort was put up in the 
interest of Prince Rupert. Iam merely going over the arguments of my learned friend 
in order to show on what a slight basis the historical statements have been built, and 
how willing the Province of Ontario have been to seize upon such papers, as authentic 
documents, in order to prove that this territory was French. 

In 1663 Sieur Duquet, the King’s attorney for Quebec, and Jean L’Anglois, a 
Canadian colonist, are said to have gone to Hudson’s Bay by order of Sieur D’Argenson, | 
and to have renewed possession by setting up the King’s Arms there a second time. By 
reference to page 129 of Mills’ revised Report, it will be seen that that order could 
not have been given by D’Argenson, because he had left Canada on September 16, 
1661, two years before this pretended order was given to Sieur Duquet; and there is 
ample authority for that in Shea’s Charlevoix, vol. 8, page 65, note 5, and p. 17. I 
have given the historical references here in order that, if possible, my learned friends 
might meet the statement that is made.|| 

The Attorney-General—W ould it not be convenient for my learned friend to answer 
now the way in which Mr. Mills treats these things ? 

Mr. MacMahon—I do not think it is necessary, because Mr. Mills puts the matter 
on a ground that could hardly be maintained. If he were to look at it now, he would 


* [See note *, p. 279, ante.—G. E. L. J 


+ [Not to make a discovery, but to take renewed possession. The Intendant Talen writes to the Home 
Government in 1671: “‘ As those countries having been long ago (anciennement/ originally discovered by 
the French, I have commissioned the said Sieur de St. Simon to take renewed possession in His Majesty’s 
name, with orders to set up the escutcheon of France, with which he is entrusted, and to draw up a proces 
verbal, in the form I have furnished him.” (Book Arb, Docs., p. 105.)—G. E. L.] 

+ [See note *, p. 280, ante.—G. E. L.] 

§ [This first post was abandoned, though afterwards re-established. It was established in usurpation 
of the rights of France, then in possession of the country of the Bay, though without military establish- 
ments on its shores, for which there was no necessity, as the trade was carried on by the Height of Land and 
the posts of the St. Lawrence. After the English had shown signs of continuing a permanent settlement 
at Fort Rupert, the French, as soon as circumstances permitted, despatched a military force overland, 
which effected its capture.—G. E. L.] 


|| [The statement is met, note +, p. 279, ante.—G. E, L.] 
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admit that there is not so much in his view as he thought there was at the time he wrote 
his report. In a note on page 129 Mr. Mills says: “‘An attempt has been made, on the 
strength of certain passages in the Relations des Jeswites, to throw doubt on the authen- 
ticity of certain of the occurrences mentioned in the memoirs of M. de Callieres and the 
Marquis de Denonville. It is not at all likely that either of these—the one being 
Governor of Montreal, and the other Governor-General of New France, having access to 
the official documents, and writing within a short time of the date of the events narrated 
—could by possibility be mistaken.” Now, De Callitres was writing twenty-one years 
after the events ; Denonville was writing twenty-two years after them, and relying upon 
the very identical memoir that De Calliéres had written, and which he said there was not 
a document to support. If there was not a document on which they could rely, how is 
it possible that any reliance could be placed upon their statements just at that particular 
juncture, when it was necessary for them to find some argument upon which they could 
defend their having sent the French into Hudson’s Bay and destroyed these forts? For 
in 1686 the Marquis de Denonville had sent two or three companies of Frenchmen to 
Hudson’s Bay and taken three forts in one year; and it was necessary that they should 
account for these transactions to the Government of France. I will show that the 
Hudson’s Bay Company were at that very time making representations to their Govern- 
ment in regard to the conduct of the French, and to the governors of the French. I think 
that this is all I need say in regard to Sieur Duquet’s voyage. The fact of D’Argenson 
having left Canada two years before his order is said to have been given to Duquet, 
shows that the whole thing was, if not a fabrication, a mistake. I am not going to say 
that it was a fabrication ; I am not called upon to account for it in any way ; I am only 
called upon to point out that there is no authority for it ; and the whole circumstances 
go to show that the transaction could not have transpired as it is set forth by the 
governors at that day. There has been an egregious error committed in some way. That 
order could never have been given, because we have the most unmistakable evidence 
that D’Argenson was not in this country then.* 

When we come to the voyage of Albanel and St. Simon in 1671, which we admit 
was made, we find in a letter of M. Talon to the King, dated Quebec, November 2, 1671, 
these words: ‘‘Three months ago I despatched with Father Albanel, a Jesuit, Sieur de 
St. Simon, a young Canadian gentleman recently honoured by His Majesty with that 
title. They are to penetrate as far as Hudson’s Bay, draw up a memoir of all they will 
discover, drive a trade in furs with the Indians, and especially reconnoitre whether there 
be any means of wintering ships in that quarter.” That is what they were to do; so 
that if the French Government of the day had prior to that caused visits to be made to 
Hudson’s Bay in the way in which they pretend some years after that to state, all that 
knowledge and information would have been acquired, and there would have been no 
necessity for sending a priest there in order to make that discovery. If those statements 
of the earlier alleged voyages had not been made by the duly constituted authorities of 
the Government of the country, I think this is almost all the answer it would be needful 
tomake. But Father Albanel says, at page 56 of the Relations for 1672: “ Hitherto 
this voyage had been considered impossible for Frenchmen, who, after having undertaken 
it already three times, and not having been able to surmount the obstacles, had seen 
themselves obliged to abandon it in despair of success. What appears as impossible is 
found not to be so when it pleases God. The conduct of it was reserved for me, after 
eighteen years’ prosecution thit I had made, and I have very sensible proofs that God 
reserved the execution of it for me, after the signal favour of a sudden and marvellous, 
not to say miraculous, recovery that I received as soon as I devoted myself to this 
mission, at the solicitation of my superior, and in fact I have not been deceived in my 
expectation; I have opened the road in company with two Frenchmen and six 
savages.” This shows that so far as the Jesuits were concerned, the pioneers of the 
country, they had never heard of anyone having penetrated to Hudson’s Bay before them. 
The very letter that M. Talon was writing to the King shows that he had never heard 


* [For the answers to these objections as to the reliability of the mémoires of Calliéres and Denonville, and 
the authenticity of the events related in them, see notes to the Dominion Case, pp. 278-280, ante.—G.E.L. ] 
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of anything of the kind.* There is no doubt, therefore, that Albanel’s voyage was the 
first effort successfully made to reach Hudsen’s Bay. 

The Attorney-General—M. Talon says also in that letter to the King that those 
countries were originally discovered by the French. 

Mr, MacMahon—That is the way in which these accounts were made up; but it is 
evident that the French had not been in Hudson’s Bay, and did not know whether it 
would winter ships or not. 

The Attorney-G'eneral—M. Talon says that he directed St. Simon to take renewed 
possession of it. 

Mr. MacMahon—It was not necessary to take renewed possession if they were in 
possession already, as it is now claimed that they were. Thére is not a record in existence 
which will substantiate the claim then made as to former possession. In December, 1711, 
the Hudson’s Bay Company presented a petition to Queen Anne, in which they set forth 
that the French, in time of perfect peace between the two kingdoms, in 1682, arbitrarily 
invaded the Company’s territories at Fort Nelson, burned their houses, and seized their 
effects ; that in the years 1684 and 1685 they continued their depredations ; that in the 
year 1686 they forcibly took from the Company Albany Fort, Rupert Fort, and Moose 
River Fort, and continued their violent proceedings in 1687 and 1688, and the Company 
lay the damages at £108,514 19s. 8d. (Mills, 153.) 

It is not my intention to take up the time of the Arbitrators in referring to the 
English discoveries. A series of them will be found at pages 4 and 5 of the Dominion 
Case. The voyages are those of Sebastian Cabot, in 1517 ; Sir Martin Frobisher, in 
1576, 1577 and 1578 ; Hudson, 1608-10; Button, 1611; Luke Fox and Thomas James, 
1631. Then we come to 1667 and 1668, when we find that Des Grosellieres and Radisson 
(who it is supposed were Cowreurs des Bois) were roaming among the Assiniboines, and 
were conducted by them to Hudson’s Bay. These two men went to Quebec after their 
return for the purpose of inducing the merchants there to conduct trading vessels to 
Hudson’s Bay. At page 280 of the Ontario Documents, we have the whole transactions 
during that period fully set forth by the Hudson’s Bay Company just as they transpired. 
The proposal of Des Grosellieres and Radisson was rejected, as the project was looked 
upon as chimerical by the Quebec merchants. Now, if Attorney-General Bourdon, the 
Attorney-General of the Province, had been there twelve or fourteen years before, and 
made known what his discovery was, and how he got there and returned from there, it 
would not have been stated by the merchants of Quebec that the project was chimerical. + 

The Attorney-General—Nor did they state so. The document merely says that their 
project was rejected. 

Mr. MacMahon—tI will furnish the authority for stating that the project was looked 
upon as chimerical. I think you will find it in Mr. Mills’ book. 

Des Grosellieres was in London in 1667, but before going there he had been in 
Boston and in Paris, endeavouring to get merchants to assist in reaching Hudson’s Bay 
by ships. He wished them to fit out an expedition for that purpose, but they refused to 
join in the undertaking, and he then referred to the British Ambassador at the Court of 
Paris, who advised him to go to London. He went there, and those who afterwards 
obtained the patent from Charles II. to the Hudson’s Bay Company, employed Des 
Grosellieres and Radisson, with Gillam, who went there and built Fort Rupert in 1667 or 
1668. Then Capt. Newland was sent out in 1669 by the same parties who sent out 
Gillam. So far as the Hudson’s Bay Territory is concerned, the English were first, both 
as to discovery and occupation. 

It is stated in Mr. Mills’ book (and not denied) that as long as the English were not 
there the Indians came to Montreal and Quebec, and Three Rivers. The whole of the 
trade was done between Fort Frontenac (Kingston) and Quebec by the Indians them- 
selves ; and with the exception of the Cowreurs des Bois, who went into the country some 
hundred miles, there was no pretence of the French having penetrated into the interior. 


* [On the contrary, the letter claims that that country had long before been discovered and taken 
possession of by the French. (See the extract, note t, p. 340, ante.—G. E. L.] 


+ [See note *, p. 281, ante.—G. E. L.] 
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But as soon as the English commenced occupying the Hudson’s Bay Territory ; as soon 
as they were intercepting and taking possession of the trade that had formerly belonged 
to the French merchants, then those who were interested took steps to secure at Hudson’s 
Bay the trade which the English were intercepting. The memoirs are full of statements 
as to the venality of those connected with the French Government in Canada. It is 
stated that the Governors-General themselves were in league with certain merchants and 
traders for the purpose of getting possession of as much of the trade as they possibly 
could, and that none except certain favoured individuals could get licenses from the 
Governors. The people stated themselves that they were persecuted by the emissaries 
of the Government, who sought to prevent them going into the interior; and thus the 
Coureurs des Bois were prevented from going into the interior of the country, and cutting 
off the trade which would otherwise have gone to Montreal, and which the officials were 
bound to participate in if they could. That is the reason why the French Governors here 
thought it necessary to send these memoirs to the Court of France, 

Now, having found the English making discoveries, entering into possession, and 
building forts upon Hudson’s Bay, the question suggests itself—a question which ought to 
be determined—what extent of territory the King of England, as represented by the 
Hudson’s Bay Company or the discoveries of that Company—what extent of territory 
the King of England was entitled to by this discovery, possession, and occupation. I do 
not think there can be a doubt about it. Most of the authorities on the point are referred 
to on page 6 of the Dominion Case. It is laid down in Vattel that “ navigators going on 
voyages of discovery furnished with a commission from their Sovereign, and meeting with 
islands or other lands in a desert state, have taken possession of them in the name of 
their nation ; and this title has been usually respected, provided it was soon after followed 
by real possession.” Here we have these people sent out under the sanction of the King 
and of Prince Rupert to make a discovery of Hudson’s Bay. They did make that 
discovery, and entered into possession ; and I am going to show to the Commissioners, 
no matter what the occupation was, that under the law of nations as interpreted then 
and since by the highest authorities, they were entitled to the whole of the lands watered 
by the streams flowing into Hudson’s Bay and James’ Bay ; and more than that, it 
will be apparent that the Hudson’s Bay Company and the English Government were 
claiming that the whole of these lands belonged to England. Vattel says also: ‘“‘ When 
a nation takes possession of a country, with a view to settle there, it takes possession of 
everything included in it, as lands, lakes, rivers, etc.”* , 

The next authority I shall quote is Phillimore. He says: “ In the negotiations 
between Spain and the United States respecting the western boundary of Louisiana, the 
latter country laid down with accuracy and clearness certain propositions of law upon 
this subject, and which fortify the opinion advanced in the foregoing paragraphs. ‘The 
principles (America said on this occasion) which are applicable to the case are such as 
are dictated by reason and have been adopted in practice by European Powers in the 
discoveries and acquisitions which they have respectively made in the New World. 
They are few, simple, intelligible, and at the same time founded in strict justice. The 
first of these is, that when any European nation takes possession of any extent of sea 
coast, that possession is understood as extending into the interior country to the sources 
of the rivers emptying within that coast, to all their branches, and the country they 
cover, and to give it a right, in exclusion of all other nations to the same. (See Mémoire 
de Amérique, p. 116.) It is evident that some rule or principle must govern the rights 
of European Powers in regard to each other in all such cases ; and it is certain that 
none can be adopted, in those to which it applies, more reasonable or just than the present 
one. Many weighty considerations show the propriety of it. Nature seems to have 


¥[France, long before the English had obtained a footing in Hudson’s Bay, was, by consent of the 
mess in PS Saision of the sovereignty, and monopolized the whole trade up to the shores of the Bay. 
The country being unfit for cultivation or settlement, she could utilize this possession in no other way ; but 
it was none the less an integral part of her Canadian dominion. Vattel lays down the rule that if a nation 
‘thas left uncultivated and desert places in the country, no person whatever has a right to take possession 
of them without her consent. Though she does not make actual use of them, those places still belong to 
her ; she has an interest in preserving them for future use, and is not accountable to any person for the 
manner in which she makes use of them.” (Vattel, Book 2, chap. 7, s. 86.)—G. E. L.] 
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destined a range of territory so described for the same society, to have connected its 
several parts together by the ties of a common interest, and to have detached them from 
others. If this principle is departed from it must be by attaching to such discovery and 
possession a more enlarged or contracted scope of acquisition ; but a slight attention to 
‘the subject will demonstrate the absurdity of either. The latter would be to restrict the 
rights of an Huropean Power who discovered and took possession of a new country to the. 
spot on which its troops or settlement rested—a doctrine which has been totally disclaimed 
by all the Powers who made discoveries and acquired possessions in America.’” (Philli- 
more’s International Law, 2nd ed., vol. 1, pp. 277 -8-9.) 

I wish to draw the Arbitrators’ particular attention to this expression in regard to 
restricting the rights of European Powers, etc., to the spot on which troops or settlement 
rested, because in dealing with the Treaty of Ryswick, the argument has been advanced 
that all which was left to the English after that treaty were the settlements in the 
immediate neighbourhood of the fort or two then in their possession : that is, the territory 
immediately round about, and nothing more ; although, as I will afterwards show, I do 
not think that the Treaty of Ryswick has anything to do with the discussion of this case. 
At page 223 in the discussion of the Oregon question, Dr. Twiss says: “In the nego- 
tiations antecedent to the Treaty of Utrecht, it was expressly urged, in support of the 
British title to the territories of Hudson's Bay, that M. Frontenac, then Governor of 
Canada, did not complain of any pretended injury done to France by the said Company’s 
settling, trading, and building forts at the bottom of Hudson’s Bay, nor made pretensions 
of any right of France to that Bay till long after that time.”* (Anderson’s History of 
Commerce, A.D. 1670, vol. 2, page 516.) He goes on tosay: “In other words, the title 
which this charter created was good against other subjects of the British Crown by virtue 
of the charter itself.” That is what Dr. Twiss lays down as a proposition which he says 
cannot be controverted—that as regards the title created by the charter, it was good 
against other subjects of the British Crown by virtue of the charter itself; so that in 
virtue of what has taken place within the last few years it must be good as against the 
Province of Ontario. He continues: “But its validity against other nations rested on 
the principle that the country was discovered by British subjects, and at the time of 
their settlement was not occupied by the subjects of any other Christian Prince or State ; 
and in respect to any special claim on the part of France, the non-interference of the 
French Governor was successfully urged against that power as conclusive of her acqui- 
escence.”* That is laid down by Dr. Twiss,and it is a proposition which has been assented 
to by Phillimore in the quotation just read. The quotation which was made use of by 
my learned friend the Attorney-General from Twiss’ Oregon was not attempted to be 
controverted by the English authorities at the time of the Oregon difficulty. Mr. Mills, 
at page 182 of his Report, says: “It can hardly be contended that because the Hudson’s 
Bay Company had established certain posts and forts at the mouths of some of the rivers 
that empty into the Bay, they could rightfully claim all the country drained by those 
rivers and their tributaries. A pretension of this kind was put forward by the United 
States to the whole of Oregon, because of the discovery of the Columbia River by Captain 
Gray, but it was expressly repudiated at the time by Great Britain. No such rule is 
recognized by writers on international law.” N ow, the rule of law as recognized by 
international writers and Great Britain was different from that put forward by Mr. Mills. 
What was stated by Twiss and what is asserted here is, that it depended upon other con- 
siderations. Sir Francis Twiss, in his discussion on the Oregon question, at page 300, 
states that “Great Britain never considered her right of occupancy up to the Rocky 
Mountains to rest upon the fact of her having established factories on the shores of the 
Bay of Hudson, i.c., upon her title by mere settlement, but upon her title by discovery, 
confirmed by settlements in which the French nation, her only civilized neighbour, acqui- 
esced, and which they subsequently recognized by treaty.”+ That is the ground upon which 
Dr. Twiss puts it, and it is the groundwork of the whole international law as stated by 
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* [ Albanel and St. Simon’s expedition of 1671 to take renewed possession, already referred to, was by 
way of protest against the Company’s presence in the Bay. (Book Arb. Docs., p. 105.)—G. E. L.] 


t [See note *, p, 282, ante.—G. E. L.] 
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Phillimore in the quotation that I have already read. The principle is stated in Vattel 
in the reference I have made ; is fully recognized by Great Britain and the United States ; 
and is fully assented to by Twiss and Phillimore. 

In reference to the middle distance, my learned friend quoted from Twiss, 148. At 
173 and 177, Twiss treats of this middle distance in regard to this very territory. He 
says: “Again, in the case of a river, the banks of which are possessed by contiguous 
States, the presumption of law is, that the Thalweg, or mid-channel, is the mutual boun- 
dary ; since rivers are, in the case of the conterminous States, communis juris, unless 
acknowledged by them to be otherwise, or prescribed for by one of the parties. ‘The 
general presumption,’ observes Lord Stowell (in the Twee Gebroeders, 3 Rob., p. 339), 
certainly bears strongly against such exclusive rights, and the title is matter to be estab- 
lished on the part of those claiming under it, in the same manner as all other demands are 
to be substantiated, by clear and competent evidence.’ 

“A title by contiguity, as between conterminous States, would thus appear to be a 
reciprocal title ; it cannot be advanced by one party, excepting as a principle which sanc- 
tions a corresponding right in the other. The practice is in accordance with this. Thus, 
the United States of America, in its discussion with Spain respecting the western boundary 
of Louisiana, contended that ‘whenever one European nation makes a discovery, and 
takes possession of any portion of that continent (i.e., of America), and another afterwards 
does the same at some distance from it, where the boundary between them is not deter- 
mined by the principle above mentioned (z.¢., actual possession of the sea coast), the middle 
distance becomes such a course.’” (British and Foreign State Papers, 1817-18, p. 328.) 

Now, here we have taken possession of the sea coast, so that the question of middle 
distance, or reaching the territory by another route, cannot come in question at all; 
because, as contended by the United States and Great Britain in the discussion of this 
question, they have always claimed, and the Hudson’s Bay Company have always claimed, 
that the territorial rights extended to the height of land on all sides ;* and I will point 
out to the Commissioners that as early as 1709, before the Treaty of Utrecht, the Hudson’s 
Bay Company were claiming on the east and south the very line that ran from Griming- 
ton’s Island down through Lake Mistassinnie. Now, it is necessary to look at the Com- 
pany’s grant in different aspects. The charter will be found in Ontario Documents, 29, 
30. What does the King grant to the Hudson’s Bay Company under the name of Rupert’s 
Land? First is granted the sole trade and commerce of all those seas, bays, lakes, rivers, 
creeks, etc. Then the Company are created the “absolute lords and proprietors of the 
same territory, limits, and places,” etc., etc., in free and common socage, with power to 
erect colonies and plantations, etc. So that here was a proprietary government created 
by the charter. You will see by the charter that the Company had the power to adjudge, 
to create colonies—the power to do everything, apparently, which any government ought 
to be called upon to do. And I refer to the fact of its being a proprietary government 
because it will be necessary to consider that in relation to the bounds which my learned 
friend the Attorney-General says could be created by the King, notwithstanding that the 
boundaries might have been limited by the Act of Parliament. The charter is very wide. 
Although Sir Vicary Gibbs, who gave an opinion in 1804, thought the charter void because 
it purports to confer upon the Company exclusive privileges of trade, he does not say 
anything about the proprietary rights ; he does not say anything about the right of the 
King to grant a charter the same as was granted in Pennsylvania ; he does not say any- 
thing about the right to make a territorial grant ; he merely gives the opinion that the 
charter is invalid because it grants exclusive privileges of trade and thereby creates a 
monopoly, which they say the King could not grant without the sanction of Parliament. 

The next opinion in point of time is that of Sir Arthur Pigott, Serjeant Spankie, 
and Lord Brougham, 1816; and the next one is that of Mr. Edward Bearcroft in 1818. 
In these two opinions they do not for a moment say that the charter is invalid, but they 


* [On the contrary, Chief Justice Draper in his elaborate Memorandum of 6th May, 1857 (see ante, p. 
37), came to the conclusion that ‘‘the claim to all the country the waters of which ran into Hudson’s Bay, 
Was not advanced until the time that the Company took the opinions of the late Sir Samuel Romilly, 
Messrs. Cruise, Holroyd, Scarlett and Bell,” which was in 1812-14. The cases on which these opinions 
were given have never been produced.—G. E. L.] 
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say that the Crown had no right, and could not of itself create a monopoly, and therefore 
as to that part of the charter it might be invalid; but as to the rest of the charter, they 
say the only part of it to which a question could be raised was in regard to the extent of 
territory covered by the charter. I think I will be able to show the Commissioners that 
the charter was always considered by the British Government as extending to the full 
length asserted now by the Dominion, and as was asserted by England shortly after the 
Treaty of Utrecht. 

The Attorney-General urged with a great deal of force that the opinions given by the 
law officers of the Crown in 1850 and 1857, were given upon statements furnished by the 
Hudson’s Bay Company which were ex parte, and that, therefore, the Commissioners are not 
bound by these opinions. I do not pretend that Ontario is bound by any of these opinions ; 
that is not asserted by the Dominion ; but the Province of Ontario is put into a position 
which I think the Province is not able to escape from by the very fact of the proceedings 
referred to having been instituted, and that the law officers of the Crown stated at that 
time that the Hudson’s Bay Company were entitled to everything that they claimed ; and 
I am going to point out to the Commissioners what the claims were, and upon what these 
claims were based. 

The claim as furnished by the Hudson’s Bay Company will be found in full in Ontario 
Documents, 288-90. That claim was founded—upon what? Upon a@ocument prepared 
by the Crown itself, and furnished to these very counsel as the title upon which they were 
to rely ; and the law officers of the Crown, looking at that document, at the charter itself, 
could see for themselves, and were giving an opinion in regard to a legal document. The 
Company import into their statement a part of the charter, and set out by saying in the 
words of the charter what the King had granted them ; and then they say that they ‘‘have 
always claimed and exercised dominion as absolute proprietors of the soil in the territories 
understood to be embraced by the terms of the grant, and which are more particularly 
defined in the accompanying map.” The map is an exact counterpart of what was used 
in 1857, and in that map is set forth all that they claim. 

Chief Justice Harrison—Each time that they were called upon to give their claim, 
they appear to have extended their boundaries. 

Mr. MacMahon—They were determined to claim enough, like my learned friend 
the Attorney-General, who started out with claiming the line of the Rocky Mountains. 
They furnished that claim to their grantors ; they were furnishing that claim to the Crown, 
and it was submitted to the Crown officers, who gave an opinion in regard to it, and that 
opinion I have had copied in the Dominion Case, at page 7. It was given by Sir John 
Jervis and Sir John Romilly—of whom one became Chief Justice of the Common Pleas, 
and the other Master of the Rolls. In that opinion, which is addressed to Earl Grey, 
they say :—‘‘In obedience to your Lordship’s command, we have taken these papers into 
consideration, and have the honour to report that, having regard to the powers in respect 
to territory, trade, taxation and government, claimed by the Hudson’s Bay Company in 
the statements furnished to your Lordship by the chairman of that Company, we are of 
opinion that the rights so claimed by the Company do properly belong to them. Upon 
this subject we entertain no doubt.” The Commissioners will see that that map is attached 
to the correspondence and papers ; and all these papers were brought down in 1850 to the 
House of Commons on a return then ordered, and which shows the correspondence which 
took place between Mr. Isbister, who was representing those who felt themselves aggrieved 
—I do not know whether representing a Government or private parties. 

Chief Justice Harrison—He was not acting for any Government—he was acting as 
an individual. 

Mr. MacMahon—He was acting for some people who claimed to have rights in the 
Hudson’s Bay ; and the correspondence took place in respect to the charter, the extent of 
territory and the trade, taxation and government, as claimed by the Hudson’s Bay Company. 

Sir Edward Thornton—I should suppose that Mr. Isbister represented the people in 
Assiniboia—the dissatisfied people in the Red River Settlement. 

Chief Justice Harrison—Yes ; certainly he did not represent any Government. He 
was one of the first to rouse public opinion about the monopoly, both here and in England. 

Mr. MacMahon—I showed the letters and papers attached to the map to the Attorney- 
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General, but we concluded that it was not necessary to have them printed, as part of them 
appear in the Ontario Documents. The letter I will now read is addressed to Mr. Isbister, 
dated April 30, 1850, and will be found at pages 12 and 13 of the Hudson’s Bay Com- 
pany’s Documents :— 


“Downine Street, April 30, 1850. 


“*S1r,—In answer to your letter of the 16th of this month, I am directed by Earl 
Grey to state to you, with as much distinctness as possible, since there appears to have 
been some misunderstanding on the subject, the course which Her Majesty’s Government 
have adopted and propose to pursue relative to the charges against the Hudson’s Bay 
Company. (2) In pursuance of the address of the House of Commons, praying Her 
Majesty to take such means as might seem most fitting and effectual to ascertain the 
legality of certain powers claimed by that Company, Lord Grey called on the Company 
for a statement of those claims, and laid it before the Attorney and Solicitor-General for 
their opinion. You are acquainted with their opinion, which was to the effect that the 
rights so claimed by the Company properly belonged to them. (3) They added a sugges- 
tion that yourself, or any other party dissatisfied with their opinion, might be recommended 
to prosecute complaints against the Company by means of a petition to the Queen, which 
might be referred to the Judicial or some other committee of the Privy Council. (4) This 
offer was accordingly made to yourself. You now appear to suppose that Her Majesty’s 
Government, in making the offer, intended to defray out of the public funds the 
expense which must attend such an investigation. (5) This, however, Her Majesty’s 
Government cannot consent to do. Having been advised by their own law officers that 
the claims of the Company are well founded, they cannot impose on the public the expense 
of proceedings which, in the opinion of their own regular advisers, will prove ineffectual. 
All that is in their power is to recommend that those who are dissatisfied with that opinion 
should pursue the course pointed out by the law advisers for questioning it, and to assist 
as far as they may lawfully do in having the question so raised brought to a legal deter- 
mination. (6) But the expense of the steps necessary for this purpose must be borne by 
the parties who undertake them ; and if none of those who have brought under the notice 
of Lord Grey, and of Parliament, their exceptions to the jurisdiction and power claimed 
by the Company, are willing to incur such expense, Her Majesty’s Government must con- 
sider that there are no further steps which it is in their power to adopt for the purpose 
of ascertaining the legal validity of the claims of the Company.” 

Now, here was the British Government being advised by their own legal advisers that 
any steps they might take in order totest the territorial rights (which I suppose it was designed 
to test by anything that might go before the Privy Council) would be ineffectual; and at that 
early date Mr. Isbister, who was moving either on behalf of himself or somebody interested, 
was told that the Government would not assume the responsibility. Andwe are told in 1850 
that the only way of testing the validity of that charter, or the extent to which the rights 
of the Company might be narrowed down, was by the legal interpretation to be put upon 
the charter by the Privy Council. Neither then nor in 1857 did Canada think it proper 
to test in any way—particularly as suggested by the law officers of the Crown on both of 
these occasions— the validity of that charter. Following that, there was further 
correspondence. In 1850, Sir John Pelly, who was then Governor of the Hudson’s Bay 
Company, had written to Lord Grey. The following is an extract from his letter, dated 
at the Hudson’s Bay House, May 31, 1850: ‘Permit me at the same time to state that 
the Company’s ships for Hudson’s Bay are appointed to sail on the 8th June, and that it 
would be of the utmost importance if the decision of the Privy Council, on the rights and 
privileges of the Company, were sent out by that opportunity, and the Government directed 
to issue a Proclamation agreeable to the tenor of the decision, which would in my opinion 
greatly tend to allay the excitement in which a portion of the half-breed inhabitants have 
been kept.” Now, there the Governor of the Hudson’s Bay Company invites Her 
Majesty’s Government to have it decided, and to have the excitement allayed. The reply 
of Lord Grey will be found at page 8 of the Dominion Case. After pointing out what 
had been done, Mr. Hawes says that a petition to Her Majesty was suggested, and he goes 
on to say: “Such a petition was, therefore, essential to the complete prosecution of the 
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inquiry. Lord Grey accordingly gave to certain parties in this country, who had taken an 
interest in the condition of the inhabitants of the Hudson’s Bay Company’s Territories, 
and had questioned the validity of the Company’s charter, an opportunity to prefer the 
necessary petition if they were so disposed ; but, for reasons which it is unnecessary to 
repeat, they respectively declined to do so. Lord Grey having, therefore, on behalf of 
Her Majesty’s Government, adopted the most effectual means open to him for answering 
the requirements of the Address, has been obliged, in the absence of any parties prepared 
to contest the rights claimed by the Company, to assume the opinion of the law ofticers of 
the Crown in their favour to be well founded.” Lord Grey at that time was Colonial 
Minister, and he, on behalf of Her Majesty’s Government, was obliged to assume that the 
opinion of the law officers of the Crown in favour of the Hudson’s Bay Company was well 
founded, and Her Majesty’s Government refused to interfere any further with it, as they 
were perfectly right in doing. 

Chief Justice Harrison—These questions, however, were all questions as to certain 
rights, more than questions as to boundary. 

Mr. MacMahon—The trade, taxation and territory were all included. 

Chief Justice Harrison—But the question as to the boundary really never came up, 
because the persons who were then attacking the Hudson’s Bay Company said that the 
Company had no right to any part of the territory. If the question of boundary had 
come up, they must have looked to the Quebec Act and to these other Acts. But the 
question then was not a question of boundary at all ; it was a question of whether the Com- 
pany had any rights. 

Mr, MacMahon—They were claiming certain rights, and a certain territory as being 
incident to or connected with those rights. The whole went together. 

Chief Justice Harrison—There was no opinion from the law oflicers of the Crown as 
to the boundary. 

Mr. MacMahon—The Company claimed those boundaries ; their own position sup- 
plied boundaries. In 1857 the very same question came before Sir Richard Bethell, and, 
as reference has been made to the distinguished lawyers who gave opinions on the other 
side, I may say that I presume Sir Richard Bethell’s opinion as Attorney-General would 
be authority as high as could be got from any source in regard to what was covered by 
the charter. 

Sir Edward Thornton—I do not see that there can be the least doubt that the com- 
plaints made in 1850 were from Winnipeg, from the same people who were dissatisfied 
for a great number of years with the Hudson’s Bay Company. 

Mr. MacMahon—The question as to territory, as to that portion of the territory at 
least, must have got before the law officers of the Crown in some way. 

Chief Justice Harrison—These people at Red River said the Hudson’s Bay Company 
had no rights in any part of this territory, and the law officers were against them. / 
___ Mr. MacMahon—We have not the petition presented to the House of Commons, but 
if Mr. Isbister was acting on behalf of those who were known as the Red River settlers, 
and if he was their representative, then as far as regards the territory that they were dis- 
puting, as being controlled by the Hudson’s Bay Company, when they had no right to 
control it at that time, that must have been a question the law officers considered, and in 
regard to which they gave an opinion. 

Chief Justice Harrison—The Attorney-General, for the sake of this argument, admits 
that the Hudson’s Bay Company had some rights, but that as a matter of boundary they 
did not extend to certain points. 

Mr. MacMahon—The question of boundary must have been considered in regard to 
that territory, as to whether the Hudson’s Bay Company were exercising rights outside 
of the boundaries that they were entitled to under the charter. 

Chief Justice Harrison—The case was not put on that ground ; the higher ground 
was taken that the Company had no right there at all. 

Sir Edward Thornton—If I am not mistaken, the territory of Assiniboia was granted 
to the Earl of Selkirk. It is marked upon this map as the territory of Assiniboia. 

Mr. MacMahon—Yes. In 1857—the Arbitrators will remember that that was after 
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a lengthened investigation had been gone into by the House of Commons—when Chief 
Justice Draper was acting as agent for Canada. 

Sir Edward Thornton—That is the first time that Canada as a country appeared in 
the matter at all; I mean the late Province of Canada. 

Mr. MacMahon—Yes. When Chief Justice Draper went to England as the agent 
of Canada, the whole matter as to the rights of the Company was supposed to have 
received very close attention by the home authorities, and the strongest possible argu- 
ments were adduced by the agent of the Province in order to curtail the rights of the 
Hudson’s Bay Company, territorially ; and at that time the law otlicers of the Crown, 
Sir Richard Bethell and Solicitor-General Keating, were asked for an opinion; the whole 
of which is in Ontario Documents, 200, 201. In that opinion they say,—‘“ That the 
validity and construction of the Hudson’s Bay Company’s charter cannot be considered 
apart from the enjoyment which has been had under it during nearly two centuries, and 
the recognition made of the rights of the Company in various Acts, both of the Govern- 
ment and the Legislature.” In their statement of rights the Hudson’s Bay Company say 
in 1850—‘“It may be right here to mention that although the original title to the terri- 
tory and trade in question was derived under the charter above referred to, the rights of 
the Company have in various instances received the recognition of the Legislature.” 

Chief Justice Harrison—Just confirming what I said ; the whole dispute was as to 
the rights of the Company, not the boundary. 

Mr. Mac Mahon—They also say,—‘ It may be right here to refer to several Acts of 
the Legislature which have recognized the general rights and privileges claimed and 
exercised by the Company :— 

“An Act passed in the sixth year of the reign of Queen Anne, c¢. 37, intituled ‘ An 
Act for the Encouragement of the Trade in America,’ and this Act contains an express 
proviso that ‘nothing therein contained shall extend or be construed to take away or 
prejudice any of the estates, rights or privileges of or belonging to the Governor and 
Company of Adventurers trading into Hudson’s Bay.’ 

“In like manner, in 1745, when an Act was passed (18 Geo. II. ¢. 17) for granting a 
reward for the discovery of a north-west passage through Hudson’s Straits, it was ex- 
pressly provided that nothing therein contained should extend or be construed to take 
away or prejudice any of the estates, rights or privileges of or belonging to the Hudson’s 
Bay Company.” 

One of the contentions in regard to the rights and privileges of the Hudson’s Bay 
Company was that they had not fulfilled the intent of their charter—that they had not 
been making any endeavours to discover a passage to the North Pole ; that if the charter 
was ever valid, they had forfeited it by not fulfilling certain conditions. I refer to that 
to show that during all that time their rights and privileges were being expressly accepted 
and held valid by these Acts of Parliament during the reigns of Anne and the Georges— 
so that they were not to be infringed upon in any way—and that they had been recognized 
up to the very day when Rupert’s Land was surrendered by the Hudson’s Bay Company 
to Her Majesty. : 

At this point the Arbitrators adjourned until ten o’clock the next morning. 


SatTurDAY, August 3rd, 1878. 
Arbitrators and Counsel all present. 


Chief Justice Harrison—Before the argument is proceeded with, I would state, with- 
out having any desire whatever to unduly hurry the argument, that if there is any 
probability of its being concluded by one o’clock or so, there is a prospect of the Arbitra- 
tors being able to agree this afternoon. 

Mr. MacMahon—I will shorten my argument very much. Before commencing the 
regular course of the argument, I wish to refer to that matter of Radisson and Des Gro- 
sellieres. In the printed Case the word “ chimerical” is used to express the way in which 
the merchants of Quebec looked upon the statement of these men. My learned friend 
the Attorney-General said that that was a statement of Mr. MacMahon’s. I thought 
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that that statement would be found in Mr. Mills’ book, but I see that I was mistaken in 
that ; the statement is to be found in Harris’ J’ravels, page 286, vol. 2 (reads the pas- 
sage), so that it was not a statement of my own. 

The Attorney-General—The authority is then less than that of my learned friend 
himself would be. 

Mr. MacMahon—Not at all. 

Chief Justice Harrison—The difference is that Harris is not an advocate. 

Mr. MacMahon—Harris is about the best authority that we could get for the state- 
ment ; his work was published in 1760. 

I was referring the Arbitrators last evening to the opinion delivered by Sir Richard 
Bethell, afterwards Lord Westbury, and Sir Henry S. Kéating, delivered in 1857 (Ont. 
Docts,, 200, 201). It will be remembered that at the time the whole evidence, and all the 
correspondence that could be got together in regard to this question, had been submitted 
to the Committee of the House of Commons, and therefore the law officers of the Crown 
were fully advised of everything that could be brought to bear upon the subject ; and I 
may say here, as the matter was referred to by the Hon. Chief Justice yesterday, that 
although, perhaps, the question of boundary did not come up as a square issue at that 
time, nor in 1850, still the question of boundary must have arisen incidentally when each 
of these opinions was given, so that the law officers of the Crown at that time were 
dealing incidentally with the question of boundary, and they could not avoid dealing with 
it in some way. They say :—‘‘ We beg leave to state, in answer to the questions submitted 
to us, that in our opinion the Crown could not now with justice raise the question of the 
general validity of the charter ; but that, on every legal principle, the Company’s terri- 
torial ownership of the lands and the rights necessarily incidental thereto (as, for example, 
the right of excluding from their territory persons acting in violation of their regulations) 
ought to be deemed to be valid.” 

They likewise say,—‘‘ Nothing could be more unjust, or more opposed to the spirit of 
our law, than to try this charter as a thing of yesterday, upon principles which might be 
deemed applicable to it if it had been granted within the last ten or twenty years.” In 
another part of the opinion they say: “The remaining subject for consideration is the 
question of the geographical extent of the territory granted by the charter, and whether 
its boundaries can in any and what manner be ascertained.” That is the question they 
were discussing. ‘‘In the case of grants of considerable age, such as this charter, when 
the words, as is often the case, are indefinite or ambiguous, the rule is that they are con- 
strued by usage and enjoyment, including in these latter terms the assertion of ownership 
by the Company on important public occasions, such as the Treaties of Ryswick and 
Utrecht, and again in 1750.” They refer to these three different periods as points of time 
in order to ascertain what ought to be the boundaries allowed to the Hudson’s Bay Com- 
pany in 1857, and show that the enjoyment under that charter, the assertion of rights 
under that charter, and the claims made by virtue of the charter, must and ought to be 
taken into consideration when dealing with the question ; and the law officers, in giving 
their opinion, dealt with the subject in that view. 

The Treaty of Ryswick I will only refer to very shortly. The Attorney-General, in 
his argument, referred to the forts that had been taken by the French, and to the effect 
of the Treaty of Ryswick in regard to the possession of these forts. But although the 
question is somewhat discussed at page 9 of our printed Case, I do not think it necessary 
that I should elaborate it at all, because in 1857 Chief Justice Draper, acting as agent on 
behalf of Canada, stated what was in effect in a very few words his view of the Treaty of 
Ryswick, and it was this: ‘“‘ The eighth Article of the Treaty of Ryswick shows that the 
French at that time set up a claim of right to Hudson’s Bay, though that claim was 
abandoned at the peace of Utrecht, and was never set up afterwards.”* (Ontario Docu- 
ments, at page 240.) So that at the peace of Utrecht—and this is nearly the last stage 
in the argument—any rights that the French might or could have had were abandoned in 
1713, and at one bound we get to what was the position of the Government of Great 
Britain and the Hudson’s Bay Company at that time. 


* [See note *, p. 38, ante.—G. E. L.] 
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It is stated that at a certain time, in 1700, the Company were willing to contract their 
limits, and the statement is made that because of that they were precluded at a later date 
from setting up that they were entitled under the charter to all that the charter could 
give them. What do they say in 1700—about the earliest date at which they made a 
claim after the Treaty of Ryswick? They say, ‘“ We are willing to contract our limits; 
but although we are willing to do that, we are entitled of right to the whole Bay and 
Straits of Hudson.” This is like a man who has a suit of ejectment, who, in order to 
avoid the expense and trouble of a lawsuit, says, “I will be willing to allow you certain 
bounds, but if you do not accept that I will insist on getting all my rights and all that 
Tam entitled to.” 

There was another statement made at that time to the Lords of Trade and Plantations 
in January, 1701, when the Hudson’s Bay Company again “insist on their undoubted 
right to the whole Bay and Straits,” but are willing to forego their rights to a certain 
extent if by that means they can secure a settlement. “But should the French refuse 
the limits now proposed by the Company, the Company think themselves not bound by 
this, or any former concessions of the like nature, but must, as they have always done, 
insist upon their prior and undoubted right to the whole Bay and Straits of Hudson, which 
the French never yet would strictly dispute, or suffer to be examined into (as knowing the 
weakness of their claim), though the first step in the said Article of Ryswick directs the 
doing of it.” (Ontario Documents, pp. 124-5.) 

In May, 1709, the Company were requested by the Lords of Trade and Plantations 
to send an account of the encroachments of the French on Her Majesty’s dominion in 
America within the limits of the Company’s charter; to which the Company replied, 
setting forth their right and title, and praying restitution. (Mills, pp. 152-3.) 

A further petition was sent by the Hudson’s Bay Company to the Queen in 1711. 
(Ontario Documents, pp. 126-7.) 

On February 7, 1712, the Hudson’s Bay Company set forth what they desired should 
be stipulated for them at the ensuing Treaty of Peace. (Ontario Documents, 128.) 

In this memorandum the Hudson’s Bay Company ask “ that a line be supposed to 
pass to the south-westward of Grimington Island, or Cape Perdrix, to the great Lake Mis- 
kosinke, alias Mistoveny, dividing the same into two parts (as in the map now delivered), 
and that the French nor any other employed by them shall come to the north or north- 
westward of the said lake, or supposed line, by land or water.” I believe that the plan 
now produced is marked as having been prepared in 1709. I refer the Arbitrators to it. 
There is the Island of Grimington, and they ask that a line be drawn through that lake 
until it passes south of the 49th parallel ; showing that at that time, in 1712, when they 
were presenting their petition to Queen Anne, that is what they were claiming as their 
rights at that time. I do not intend to refer to the question of post liminy at all, because 
the assent of Chief Justice Draper prevents the necessity of our having to discuss that 
question.* Now, Lord Dartmouth’s letter after the Treaty of Utrecht, addressed to the 
Lords of Trade and Plantations on May 27th, 1713, will be found in Ontario Documents, 
129. He says: 

“My Lorps anp GENTLEMEN,—The Queen has commanded me to transmit to you the 
enclosed petition of the Hudson’s Bay Company, that you may consider of it and report 
your opinion what orders may properly be given upon the several particulars mentioned. 
In the meantime I am to acquaint you that the places and countries therein named, 
belonging of right to British subjects, Her Majesty did not think fit to receive any Act 
of Cession from the French King, and has therefore insisted only upon an order from that 
Court for delivering possession to such persons as should be authorized by Her Majesty to 
take it ; by this means the title of the Company is acknowledged, and they will come into 
the immediate enjoyment of their property without further trouble.” 

Now, the object of that will be seen when we consider that the whole course of these 
negotiations had been impeded by the French ambassadors claiming that the word ‘“ cede” 
should be used, whilst the English ambassadors refused to accept it with the word “cede” 


* [There was no assent on the part of Chief Justice Draper to the view that there had been a retro- 
cession in favour of the Hudson’s Bay Company; and if there had been such assent, it would not be binding 
upon Ontario.—G. E. L.] 
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used at all; they insisted on the word “restore.” They said that the territory was being 
restored to them, claiming that the French never were there, never had a right to be there, 
and therefore could not cede it, for it was not theirs to cede ; but that having taken pos- 
session of a part of it in the time of peace, as claimed by the Hudson’s Bay Company, the 
word “restore” was the proper word to use; anda great deal of correspondence took place 
between the ambassadors in regard to it. Under section 10 of the Treaty of Utrecht, the 
King of France was “to restore to the Queen of Great Britain, to be possessed in full 
right forever, the Bay and Straits of Hudson, together with all lands, seas, coasts, rivers, 
and places situate in the said Bay and Straits, and which belong thereunto ; no tracts of 
‘land or sea being excepted which are at present possessed by the subjects of France.” In 
reference to the discussion just spoken of, Bolingbroke says, in March, 1713, that the 
truth is so evident, that the Plenipotentiaries of Great Britain at Utrecht always make 
a distinction between places that should be ceded and those that should be restored. 
(Bolingbroke’s Correspondence, vol. 3, 601.) 

Then we come to the question of the extent of country. Mr. Mills, who prepared 
this case for the Province of Ontario,* was compelled to admit that all was claimed for 
England under the Treaty which possibly could be claimed ; and that is an admission 
which my learned friends cannot get over. 

Mr. Mills, at p. 159 of his Report, after quoting the portion of the 10th section 
above referred to, says: ‘The words of the Treaty just quoted and the attendant cireum- 
stances, show that what was claimed by England and yielded by France was the Bay and 
the country upon its margin. Nevertheless, the language of the Treaty did not make wt 
impossible for England, if she were so disposed, to insist upon the possession of the whole 
country to the land’s height.t France, too, consented with reluctance to the use of the 
word ‘restoration’ instead of ‘cession.’ ” 

Now, what was England doing from the very time of the passing of the Treaty, 
from the very time when Commissioners were appointed? I will show that she com- 
menced to claim, and that she did claim in 1713, the restitution of these lands to the 
Company itself; because Lord Dartmouth says that the order was required so that the 
Company might be placed in possession ; and England went on claiming to the very height 
of land, and she insisted that France should send her subjects out of that country, or 
prevent them from building forts or places whereby they could trade in the Hudson’s Bay 
Territories. Although it is stated that Commissioners were appointed as provided by the 
Treaty, it was in some way assumed that the boundary had been settled at the 49th par- . 
allel. Everybody seemed to be impressed with the idea that the 49th parallel had been 
settled by the Treaty of Utrecht. In the United States this was urged. When the States 
were settling the parallel as to the northern boundary of Louisiana, it was claimed that 
the 49th parallel was settled at the Treaty of Utrecht, and that the United States, as 
the proprietors of Louisiana, were entitled to come up to that parallel as the territory of 
Louisiana. And in this country it was assumed: in a letter that will be found from the 
late Bishop Strachan to Lord Selkirk it is stated that the 49th parallel had been settled 
upon. In some way or other that seemed to be understood, and we find that many of the 
maps of very early date show that, as will be fully borne out by a reference to the list of 
the maps in the Ontario Documents. Many of these maps have the 49th parallel upon 
them as being the bounds between the English and French possessions under the Treaty 
of Utrecht. There is no doubt it was assumed at that time that that was the parallel ; 
it was insisted upon by the United States and not denied by Great Britain, The law 
officers of the Crown in Great Britain at that time seemed to have the idea, whether 
derived from maps or from what source I do not know, but they appeared to have fully 
believed that the 49th parallel had been settled upon. The reason is, I suppose, because’ 
the Hudson’s Bay Company always assumed that the height of land was their southern 
boundary ; { and Mitchell’s map will show that the height of land was about the 49th par- 


* [By this is meant Mr. Mills’ revised Report, published some time previously, The ‘‘Case” of 
Ontario was prepared by the Attorney-General of the Province.—G. E. L.] 
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allel ; and therefore it was taken as if the 49th parallel was about the proper line to be 
drawn. Now, whether that was the case or not, whether it was ever agreed upon or not, 
is of very little importance. 

The Attorney-General—Y ou admit that it was not, I suppose. 

Mr. MacMahon—I admit that it was not. It was never decided upon, and in fact 
France never intended it. It is stated in Anderson’s H istory that France never desired 
to settle the boundaries at all under the Treaty of Utrecht ; and it was only when she 
was compelled, after the war of 1759, that any settlement could be got. But it matters 
very little just now. If the Commissioners will look at the map attached to the Dominion 
Case, which was furnished at the time of the surrender of Quebec—and that is taken 
from the map that was sent over by General Amherst to the British Government, fur- 
nished to General Haldimand by the Marquis de Vaudreuil—they will find there what 
France was claiming. She never claimed anything beyond the Red Lake. There never 
was any pretence, as far as France was concerned, of claiming as Canada anything north 
or west of the Red Lake. That is what the Marquis de Vaudreuil at that time consid- 
ered was the boundary of Canada upon the north and the west.* 

(Some conversation took place over the maps, in the course of which Chief Justice 
Harrison pointed out that there were two Red Lakes. ) 

The Attorney-General—The Red Lake referred to by Mr. MacMahon is a little south 
of Turtle Lake. 

Mr. MacMahon—It is hardly south ; it is more west than south. But for the pur- 
poses of my argument it does not matter, because I am addressing myself to that part of 
the argument of the Attorney-General which lays claim to all that north and west coun- 
try as belonging to the French, and being part of New France. The map shows that 
there never was any such claim; and the correspondence which took place with regard 
to the boundaries shows that after that map was delivered in 1761, France was claiming, 
as being part of Louisiana, a large part of the territory that was ceded as part of Canada 
—claiming it as being part of the Illinois country. The correspondence shows how 
anxious the French Government and the French Administration of that day was in 
regard to acquiring the territory south, or at least retaining the territory south, as part 
of Louisiana. 

On the 18th August, 1761, M. de Bussy, the French Minister at London, furnished 
to Mr. Pitt a memorandum upon the limits of Louisiana, which bore upon the limits of 
Canada, and ran thus: 

*‘ Sur les limites de la Louisiana. 

“Pour fixer les limites de la Louisiane du cété des colonies Angloises et du Canada, 
on tirera une ligne qui s’étendra depuis Rio Perdido entre la Baye de la Mobile et celle 
de Pensacola, en passant par Je Fort Toulouse chez les Alibamons, et qui, se prolongeant 
par la pointe occidentale du Lac Erié enfermera la Riviére des Miamis, et par ’extremité 
orientale du Lac Huron, ira aboutir a la hauteur des terres du cété de la Baye d’ Hudson 
vers le Lac de l’Abitibis, d’ot la ligne sera continuée de l’Est & Ouest jusques et 
compris le Lac Superieur.” (Pub. Rec., Off. Vol. 483.) 

Mr. Pitt, the Prime Minister of that time, states in an ultimatum which he for- 

warded to Mr. Stanley at Paris, the following definition of the boundaries of Canada, as 
set forth by M. de Vaudreuil : “Canada, according to the line of its limits traced by the 
Marquis de Vaudreuil himself, when this Governor-General surrendered, by capitulation, 
the said Province to the British general, Chevalier Amherst, comprises, on one side, Lakes 
Huron, Michigan and Superior ; and the said line, drawn from Lac Rouge, embraces by 
a tortuous course the River Ouabache (Wabash) up to its junction with the Ohio, and 
from there extends the length of this river inclusively until its confluence into the Mis- 
sissippi.” Then on page 8 of the Supplement will be found what was stated by the Duc 
de Choiseul, when the map was shown to him by Mr. Stanley. Mr. Stanley’s despatch 
says: “The Duc de Choiseul complained that the bounds of Canada were laid down very 


* [The correspondence (Mills, pp. 51-4) shews that Vaudreuil set no such limits. (And see note f, p. 288, 
ante.) Red Lake is in about the same longitude as Turtle Lake ; and it is notorious that the French not 
only claimed but were in actual possession long before this period of the whole region—as well to the west 
as to the east of this longitude—drained by the waters of Lake Winnipeg. (See Jefferys, already quoted, 
pp. 21-2, ante.)—G. E. L.] 
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unfavourably to France, in the description which your memorial contains, alleging (sic) 
that there had been disputes between the Marquis de Vaudreuil and the Governor of 
. Louisiana with regard to the limits of their two Provinces, wherein the former, being 
the more able and the more active, had greatly enlarged his jurisdiction ; he added, how. 

ever, that though many such objections might be made, it had been the intention of the 
King his master to make the most full and complete cession of Canada, and that he 
consented in his name to those limits. I then produced the map you sent me, and it was. 
agreed that this Province should remain to Great Britain as it is there delineated, a 
(Minutes of a Conference at Paris, September 2nd, 1761. Pub. Rec. Off. Vol, 483, 

France. ) 


So that was the Province as understood both by the French and Engligh at that 
time ; and according to the claim made at that time, it had not any greater limits or any 
wider extent. In 1714. the Hudson’s Bay Company sent a memorandum to the Lords 
Commissioners of Trade and Plantations, accompanied by a map in which they claimed 
that the eastern boundary should be a line running from Grimington’s Island through . 
Lake Miscosinke or Mistassinnie, and from the said lake by a line run south-westward., 
into 49 degrees north latitude, as ‘by the red line may more particularly appear, and that 
that latitude be the limit ; ohare the French do not come to the north of it, nor the English: 

to the south of it. (Ontario Documents, 131, 132.) In 1719 Commissioners were appointed, 
and they set forth that “the French since the Treaty of Utrecht had made a settlement, 
at the source of the River Albany ; the Commissaries of His Britannic Majesty insist 
that the French shall quit the said settlement, and that the fort, if there be any.such 
building, shall be given up to the Company of English Merchants trading in Hndsanim 
Bay nee esaid. 

“The said Commissaries further demand that the subjects of His Most Christian 
Majesty shall not build forts or found settlements upon any of the rivers which empty into 
Hudson's Bay under any pretext whatsoever, and that the stream and the entire navigation . 
of the said rivers shall be left free to the Company of English Merchants trading. into 
Hudson’s Bay, and to such Indians as wish to tratlic with them.”* (Ontario Documents, 
page 365.) ; 

The Attorney-Genera! stated that it was merely the freedom of the rivers which was | 
required by the English Commissioners at that time. But Lord Dartmouth, in his letter 
to the Lords of Trade and Plantations, appeared to be anxious in regard to the property 
that the Hudson’s Bay Company had acquired under their charter, and which he wished ) 
to be given back to them, in order that they might continue to occupy it. 

The Attornes ey-Ge fenitl-<iVhats is not mentioned in the instructions that Lord Dartmouth 
gave; it was the notion of the Commissioners themselves, 

Mr. MacMahon—The Commissioners, [ suppose, were instructed. 

The Attorney-Ge 

Mr. MacMahon—This is the demand they were making, They were insisting that 
the French should not continue there, and that they should give up all their settlements, 
and not trade or build forts, and that they should cease to occupy this country altogether. . 
The demand will be found in Ontario Documents, 365. Sir Travers Twiss says in regard 
to that: “By. the 10th Article, however, of the Treaty of Utrecht, the French King. 
agreed to restore to the Queen (Anne) of Great Britain, ‘to be possessed in full right. 
forever, the Bay and Straits of Hudson, together with all lands, seas, sea coasts, rivers 
and places situate in the said Bay and Straits, and which belong thereto ; no tracts, of 
land or sea being excepted which are at present possessed by the subjects of France.’: 
The only question, therefore, for Commissaries to settle was the limits of the Bay and 

Straits of Hudson, coastwards, on the side of the French Province of Canada, as all the, 
country drained by streams entering into, the Bay and Straits of Hudson .were, by. thee 
terms of the Treaty, recognized to be part of the possessions of Great Britain. + i 

“Tf the, coast boundary, therefore, was once understood by the parties, the head 

waters of the streams that. empty themselves into the Bay and Straits of Hudson indi- 


* (See as to this the argument of the Attorney-General before the Arbitrators, anée, pp. 317, 318.—G. E. L.] | 
+ [See note t+, p. 288, ante.—G. EL.) 
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‘cate the line which at once satisfied the other conditions of the Treaty. Such a line, if 
commenced at the eastern extremity of the Straits of Hudson, would have swept along 
through the sources of the streams flowing into the Lakes Mistassinnie and A bbitibis, the 
Rainy Lake, in 48° 30’, which empties itself by the Rainy River into the Lake of the 
Woods, the Red Lake, and Lake Travers.” - me 
‘These are the bounds that Sir Travers Twiss places on the rights of the Hudson’s 
Bay Company, saying that all that extent of country to 48° 30’, at which the sources of 
_ these rivers commence, of right belonged to the Hudson’s Bay Company under the Treaty, 
and that they could claim it, and were claiming it, under the Treaty of Utrecht. Now, 
‘speaking of Lake Travers, he says :—‘This last lake would have been the extreme south- 
ern limit in about 45° 40’, whence the line would have wound upward to the north-west, 
pursuing a serpentine course, and resting with its extremity upon the Rocky Mountains, 
in about the 48th parallel of Jatitude. Such would have been the boundary line between 
the French possessions and the Hudson’s Bay district ; and so we find that in the limits 
of Canada, assigned by the Marquis de Vaudreuil himself, when he surrendered the 
Province to Sir J. Amherst, the Red Lake is the apex of the Province of Canada, or the 
point of departure from which, on the one side, the line is drawn to Lake Superior ; on 
the other, ‘follows a serpentine course southward to the River Oubache, or Wabash, and 
along it to the junction with the Ohio.’ This fact was insisted upon by the British Govern- 
ment in their answer to the ultimatum of France, sent in on the lst of September, 1761, 
and the map which was presented on that occasion by Mr. Stanley, the British Minister, 
embodying those limits, was assented to in the French memorial of the 9th of September.* 
(Historical Memorial of the Negotiations of France and England from March 26th to 
September 20th, 1761, published at Paris by authority ; Twiss’ Oregon Boundary, 
pp. 209-211.) 

“By the Treaty of Utrecht, the British possessions to the north-west of Canada were 
‘acknowledged to extend to the head waters of the rivers emptying themselves into the 
Bay of Hudson ;+ by the Treaty of Paris they were united to the British possessions on 
the Atlantic by the cession of Canada and all her dependencies; and France contracted 
‘her dominions within the right bank of the Mississippi. That France did not retain any 
territory after the Treaty to the north-west of the sources of the Mississippi will be 
obvious when it is kept in mind that the sources of the Mississippi are in 47° 35’, whilst 
the sources of the Red River, which flows through Lake Winnipeg, and ultimately finds 
its way hy the Nelson River into the Bay of Hudson, are in Lake Travers, in about 45° 
-40'.”  (Twiss’ Oregon, p. 226.) 

I have not referred to any of the maps, for the reason stated by Sir Travers Twiss, 
that it was an impossibility at that time to get any correct maps, few or no surveys hay- 
‘ing been made. In 1750—and that date is referred to in the opinion of Sir Richard 
Bethell and Sir Henry Keating—the Hudson’s Bay Company were claiming as their 
bounds just what they were claiming in 1857. The claim of the Company in 1750 will 
be found in Mills, 176, 177 :—‘“ The line to begin from the Atlantic Ocean on the east 
‘side of Grimington’s Island, otherwise Cape Perdrix, in the latitude of 584°, on the 
Labrador coast, and to be drawn from thence south-westward to the Great Lake Misco- 
‘sinke, otherwise called Mistoseny, and through the same, dividing that lake into two 
parts, down to the 49° of north latitude, as described in the said map or plan delivered 
herewith, and from thence to be continued by a meridian line of the said latitude 497 
westward.” So that they have been claiming that all along; and, as stated by Sir 
Richard Bethell and his associates, that is what ought to be taken into consideration in 

viewing the question. : 

I think I have gone over the whole of the ground as far as regards the treaties, and 

I have shown that no part of that territory to the north and the west ever belonged to 
France, nor was it claimed by France at the time of the cession of Canada to Great 
Britain in 1760. In fact, the French wanted to contract the limits of Canada, and to 
‘claim as part of Louisiana the territory up to the line which in 1760 the Marquis de 


# [See notes, §, p. 288, ante, and *, p. 353, ante.—G. EH. L.] 
+ [See note t, p. 288, ante.—G. E. L,] 
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Vaudreuil had marked out as the limits of Canada; and there was no pretence, no claim 
of any kind made by France to the northerly and westerly territory,* when she could 
have made the claim if it was in her power to do so. 

The other point is in reference to the Quebec Act. 

Sir Francis Hincks—The learned counsel has been speaking for a long time upon 
the respective claims of the French and English, But it is an important thing to see 
what the English Government has done with regard to the boundaries of the Province 
since the whole territory became English. That is what we want to see particularly. 

Mr. MacMahon—The Proclamation of 1763 created four separate governments— 
Quebec, East Florida, West Florida, and Grenada—and provided that all the lands not 
within the limits of these governments, and not within the limits of the territory granted 
to the Hudson’s Bay Company, should be received for the present under the royal pro- 
tection and dominion for the use of the Indians. 

The Attorney-General—The old Province of Quebec is marked on Devine’s map in 
accordance with the Proclamation. 

Sir Francis Hincks—Then the boundaries marked on Devine’s map are agreed to as. 
representing that Proclamation 4 

Mr. MacMahon—Yes. I consider there is no point which turns on the Proclamation 
of 1763: we are both agreed as to the correctness of that. We come now to the Quebec 
Act of 1774, and that is where the first difficulty occurs, but I think I will be able to 
show to the Commissioners that there is no difficulty in deciding that question. If we 
look at the circumstances under which the Act was brought in, and take into consider- 
ation the statement, as made by the Attorney-General, of what the object of the Act 
was, and what the bill was as originally brought into the House, and how it was amended, 
we will easily see that the claim of Ontario in regard to the western boundary cannot be 
supported at all. 

Assuming that the claim made by the Province of Ontario is the correct claim, what 
territory could they possibly acquire by taking the Red Lake—by running through the 
Red Lake, which is on the boundary there } 

Sir Francts Hincks—I do not think you need trouble yourself about the Red Lake ; 
that is not the point ; it is the boundary to the north and west of Hudson’s Bay ; the 
question of the boundary running to Hudson’s Bay. 

Mr. MacMahon—I will confine myself to that altogether. [f the Commissioners 
will look at page 77 of Mr. Mills’ book, they will find the clause of the Act as originally 
introduced ; and I would draw special attention to it, in order to show what was the 
design of the Legislature at that time in settling the western boundary of the Province. 
It reads in this way, ‘‘Be it enacted, that all the said territories and islands and countries 
heretofore a part of the territory of Canada, in North America, extending southward to. 
the banks of the river Ohio, and westward to the banks of the Mississippi.” Well now, 
the House of Commons, or the committee of the House of Commons, at that time under- 
stood that if the description of the Act read in that way, when once the river Ohio was 
reached the use of the word ‘‘westward” would make it on a due west course to the river 
Mississippi. 

Sir Francis Hincks—I think you do not appreciate our difficulty. You are still at 
the westerly boundary. It is the northerly boundary we want to get at. 

Mr. MacMahon—Y 0u are not troubled about the westerly boundary ? 

Sir Francis Hincks— Not so much as the northerly. Whatever the westerly boun- 
dary line may be, there is no doubt that it runs northerly until it reaches the southerly 
boundary of the Hudson’s Bay Company. We want to know what the southerly boun- 
dary of the Hudson’s Bay Company is. 

Mr. MacMahon—In 1703, 1750, and 1857, the Hudson’s Bay Company were claim- 
ing that the height of land was the southern boundary of their territory. They always 


claimed that. + 
Sir Francis Hincks—What you have got to deal with is whether any Acts of Par- 


* [See note *, p. 353, ante.—G. E. L.] 
+ [See note *, p. 345, ante.—G. HK. L.] 
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hament, proclamations, or commissions to Governors, established other boundaries. You 
are aware of the points in that branch of the case. Some of the commissions, for 
instance, expressly say ‘to the shore of Hudson’s Bay.” 

Mr. MacMahon—Then, dealing with the question of the commissions. First we 
have to look at the Constitutional Act of 1791, because it is asserted that the Proclama- 
tion of 1791 enlarged the boundaries of what was previously the Province of Quebec. 
The Act of 1791 does not itself give boundaries, but the Proclamation follows and gives 
boundaries. My learned friend says it does not matter whether the boundaries were 
extended by the commissions into the Hudson’s Bay Territory or not ; that that is not a 
‘question for the consideration of the Arbitrators; but I say that it is. The Hudson’s 
Bay Company had a government of their own under the charter as it existed, and the 
King could not of his own mere motion take from them the proprietary government, that 
which had been granted to them by the charter, unless they had forfeited the charter in 
some way. 

Chief Justice Harrison—That is assuming that the charter gives them definite 
boundaries. 

Mr. MacMahon—What took place by the acquisition of Rupert’s Land, by the 
-Rupert’s Land Act, must define the boundaries as far as Great Britain and as far as the 
Hudson's Bay Company are concerned; and when we come to look at what was being 
stipulated for by the Hudson’s Bay Company under that Act, and the surrender made in 
‘consequence of the Act, we shall find exactly what the British Government were doing 
and assenting to only ten years ago. 

Chief Justice Harrison—What are the boundaries in the Proclamation under the 
Act of 17914 

Mr. MacMahon—The boundaries under that Act have received judicial interpreta- 
‘tion, . 
Chief Justice Harrison—We want to give them an interpretation. 

Mr. MacMahon—The Proclamation will be found in the Ontario Documents, 27 ; 
‘and I may say here that the whole trouble results from the use of one word, and it is 
upon that the Province of Ontario are building their right to go to the west and north of 
‘what was the Province of Quebec. The last word in the first clause of the proclamation 
is “Canada,” when it should have been ‘‘Quebec.”* It is altogether in relation to that 
word ; and before we know anything about what was comprised in Canada, we have to 
-ascertain what was comprised in the limits of Quebec; that is, if the Commissioners 
think it proper that I should discuss what was proposed in the Act of 1774. That is 
what I was doing when Sir Francis spoke of the boundaries under the Acts of the Govern- 
ment as by proclamations, commissions, etc. I considered it necessary to argue that point 
‘under the Act of 1774, in order to show that the use of that word in the Proclamation 
of 1791 was a mistake. - 

Si Francis Hincks—Refer to that, please. 

Mr. MacMahon—I say that the Act of 1791 in all its provisions is merely for the 
ipurpose of dividing the Province of Quebec, and that the use of the word Canada in the 
Proclamation was simply a mistake. The commission to Lord Dorchester in 1791 will be 
found on page 48, Ontario Documents ; that is the first commission issued after the Act ; 
‘it issued certainly before the Proclamation. But the commission that was issued in 1796 

speaks of the Province of Quebec ; it does not speak of Canada at all. The third para- 
graph of Lord Dorchester’s commission is this :—‘‘ And whereas, we have thought fit by 
our order made in our Privy Council on the nineteenth day of August, one thousand 
seven hundred and ninety-one, to divide our said Province of Quebec into two separate 
provinces, to be called the Province of Upper Canada and the Province of Lower Canada, 
by a line to commence at a stone boundary on the north bank of the Lake St. Francis, 
-at the cove west of the Point au Baudet, in the limit between the Township of Lancaster 
and the Seigneurie of New Longueuil, running along the said limit in the direction of 


*[There is no authority for the assumption that the word should be ‘‘ Quebec.” The word “ Canada ” 
was used not only in the Proclamation, but also in the Royal Message to Parliament in 1791, referred to in 
the Act and Order in Council of that year. The same word ‘f Canada” was also used in the Proclamation of 

Lieutenant-Governor Simcoe, dated 16th July, 1792, dividing Upper Canada into counties.—G. E. L.] 


358 ARGUMENT OF MR. MACMAHON, Q.C., BEFORE THE ARBITRATORS, 1878 : 


north thirty-four degrees west to the westernmost angle of the said Seigneurie of New 
Longueuil; thence along the north-western boundary of the Seigneurie of Vaudreuil, 
running north twenty-five degrees east, until it strikes the Ottowas. River, to ascend the 
said river into the Lake Tommiscanning, and from the head of the said lake by a line 
drawn due north until it strikes the boundary line of Hudson’s Bay ; the Province of 
Upper Canada to comprehend all such lands, territories and islands, lying to the westward 
of the said line of division, as were part of our-said Province of Quebec, and the Prov- 
ince of Lower Canada to comprehend all such lands, territories and islands lying to the 
eastward of the said line of division, as were part of our said Province of Quebec.” 

Now, if we are to consider the Quebec Act and the Commissions under it, it is 
necessary to understand what was comprised in the Province of Quebec under that Act ; 
and it was for that purpose I was referring the Commissioners to what took place on the 
introduction of the Act in 1774. 

Sir Francis Hincks—That is very important. 

Mr. MacMahon—The Quebec Bill, as introduced into the House of Lords, contained 
these words—“ Be it enacted, that all the said territories, islands and countries heretofore 
a part of the territory of Canada, in North America, extending southward to the banks. 
of the River Ohio, and westward to the banks of the Mississippi,” etc. I stated that 
that would mean, from the point at which the line struck the Ohio, a due west course 
until it reached the Mississippi. What do we find was done in regard to that? The 
Legislature felt that that was the interpretation which would be put on these words, and 
they made an amendment. The amendment will be found in Cavendish’s debates on the: 
Act.. They made this amendment, ‘ Until it strike the River Ohio, westward to the 
banks of the Mississippi.” But they inserted after the word Ohio, ‘“ And along the- 
banks of the said river,” showing that they intended that the bank should be followed. 
And if the Commissioners read the whole of that Act, they will see that in every instance: 
the phrase ‘‘ Along the bank of the river” is used. 

The Attorney-General—The Act only professes to describe the south line. 

Mr. MacMahon—But when it comes to the junction of the Mississippi and Ohio it 
describes it in another way, showing that the eastern bank of the Mississippi was not- 
intended by the Legislature at that time to be the eastern boundary of the Province of | 
Quebec. If they had intended that, an amendment would have been made, as was 
made in regard to the Ohie; they would have put ‘northerly, along the bank of the: 
Mississippi,” just as they did westerly along the bank of the Ohio.” But when it came 
to the junction of the Ohio and Mississippi, “they said “northward ;” and it is alleged 
that because they used that word “northward,” it must mean northerly along the banks. 
of the Mississippi River, because a commission was issued to one of the Governors con- 
taining in it words to that effect. But the commission of 1796 describes what was. 
intended to be contained as the territorial jurisdiction of the Governors, and contains no- 
such words.* 

In looking at De Reinhardt’s case, it will be found that the whole of that question. 
was very elaborately argued. 

Su Francis Hincke—Yes, we understand the whole of that question. You will. 
see that there is‘a line drawn in this map of Devine’s, professing to be the boundary 
according to the commission to Lord Elgin. 

The Attorney-General—That is the last commission. The other commissions were . 
substantially in the same terms. One set of commissions says “shore,” and the other 
set says “boundary line” of Hudson’s Bay. 

Six Francis Hincks—The Proclamation of 1791 says, ‘‘ until it strikes the boundary 
line of Hudson’s Bay.” Now, what is the boundary line of Hudson’s Bay ! 

Chief Justice Harrison—Can you strike the boundary line of Hudson’s Bay without. 
going to the shore 4 

Mr. MacMahon-—It is not the Bay which is meant, it is the territory. 


* [The Commission of 1786 or that of 1791is probably meant. In neither of these could the words im. 
snesticn, hayeuPoReThy found place, the Mississippi having passed from the British under the Treaty of 
( Nee A LI 


QUESTION OF BOUNDARY LINE REACHING THE SHORE OF H. B, CONSIDERED. 359) 


Chief Justice Harrison—That is the point we want you to address yourself to. It 
is a very important point. 

Mr, MacMahon—The commission to Lord Dorchester in 1791 says, “ untilit strikes 
the boundary line of Hudsou’s Bay.” (Ont. Docts., 48.) 

Str Bdward Thornton—The Proclamation of 1791 follows that very commission. 
The wording is the same—‘ the boundary line of Hudson’s Bay.” 

Mr, MacMahon—tThe boundary Jine of Hudson’s Bay cannot be anything but the 
boundary line of the territory, because the King had no authority, no right, under a Pro- 
clamation, to enter upon a territory granted to the Hudson’s Bay Company for the purpose 
of governing.* 

Chief Justice Harrison—Of course that is all based upon the assumption that it had 
been granted. All these proclamations throw light upon the question of whether it bad 
been granted or not. if 
Mr, MacMahon—They show afterwards how the territory was dealt with, and I wil! 
come to that question now. 

Sir Francis Hineks—They repeat the expression in 1796, five years later—‘ the 
boundary line of Hudson’s Bay.” : 

Chief Justice Harrison—All the commissions follow that, down to 1838. 

Mr. Hodgins-—And then, from that down to Lord Elgin’s, the language is strikes 
the shore.” 

| Mr. MacMahon—Between those dates they understood that there was a difference 
between the shore and the boundary line. 

Sir Francis Hineks—You will observe that the commissions still use the words 
“due north.” In the old commissions the language is ‘‘due north to the boundary line 
of Hudson’s Bay ;” but afterwards the commissions say—still following the expression 
“due north”—expressly ‘to the shore of Hudson’s Bay,” but which rather conveys the 
idea that they interpreted the boundary line of Hudson’s Bay and the shore of Hudson’s 
Bay to be the same thing. 

Sir Hdward Thornton—They improved the English a little in that. 

Mr. Mac Mahon—The Proclamation is void to a certain extent ; it has gone too far. 
T will show the way in which the Government have dealt with the Hudson’s Bay Com- 
pany in regard to this very territory. I say that where there is a proprietary Government 
such as the Hudson’s Bay Company was admitted to be—and the British Government 
have always dealt with the Company as such—neither the Proclamation nor the Act of 
Parliament could take away the rights of the Hudson’s Bay Company in any way ; the 
only way to do so, if the Company had forfeited their charter, would be to bring them 
into court; and that is the course which in 1859 the law officers of the Crown advised 
should be pursued if the Company had committed any acts by which their charter ought 
to be forfeited or abridged in any way. In the case of Campbell v. Hall, in 1 Cowper, 
204, cited in Forsyth’s Constitutional Law, 401, it is laid down by Lord Mansfield that 
there cannot exist any power in the King exclusive of Parliament. 

Chief Justice Harrison—That depends entirely upon the territory where the power 
is*exercised ; if there is no Parliament, there is no power to limit the King’s authority. 
There was no Parliament in the Hudson’s Bay Territory. 

Mr. MacMahon—I cite also the case of Payne against Lord Baltimore, 1 Vesey, 
444, That and the case of Campbell and Hall, together with a case in 12 Peters, the 
State of Rhode Island against the State of Massachusetts, have decided that where there 
is a proprietary Government existing there is no authority, unless by proceedings under 
a sci. fa. to take away the territory or to assume any government over it; so that after 
the grant was made, and confirmed by all these Acts of Parliament, the King had no 
authority or power to take away the rights of the Hudson’s Bay Company that existed. 

Chief Justice Harrison—Of course that is assuming one of the things which has 
been argued before, as to the rights, if any, of the Hudson’s Bay Company, south of 


* [Ontario contends that the territory through which this line passes was not covered by the Charter, 
-or, if it was, that the Crown, which made the grant under its prerogative, could, by virtue of the same pre- 
rogative, modify or change it.—G. E, 
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Hudson’s Bay, and to what extent north. That is one of the points in controversy. All 
these documents throw light upon it. 

Mr. MacMahon—My learned friends do not claim that they are entitled to any land 
north of the height of land. 

The Attorney-General—I thought I had occupied a good deal of time in showing that 
I was claiming that. 

Chief Justice Harrison—I understood the Attorney-General to claim to the Arctic 
Ocean. 

Mr. MacMahon—I did not know that he meant that. 

Sir Francis Hincks—Do I understand that you have no difficulty about the north- 
ern boundary ? 

Mr. MacMohon—The northern boundary is of no great consequence : the trouble is 
with the western boundary. Then came the Act of Union in 1840, and we will see what 
was the boundary under that. The first commission to Lord Sydenham is dated August: 
29, 1840. By that commission, after the line reaches Lake Temiscaming, it is “ due 
north from the head of the said lake until it reaches the shore of Hudson’s Bay, and being 
bounded on the south, beginning at the said stone boundary between Lancaster and Lon: 
gueuil, by the Lake Saint Francis, the River Saint Lawrence, the Lake of the Thousand 
Islands, Lake Ontario, the River Niagara which falls into Lake Erie, and along the 
middle of that lake; on the west by the Channel of Detroit, Lake Saint Clair, up the 
River Saint Clair, Lake Huron, the west shore of Drummond Island, that of Saint Joseph 
and Sugar Island ; thence into Lake Superior.” 7 

I think you stop there ; it just takes you where the due north line of 1774 would 
strike, and shows that Upper Canada is bounded by that northern line running from the 
junction of the Ohio River to that point in Lake Superior which would be intersected.* 

The Attorney-General—The commission does not say that. 

Mr. MacMahon—No, but that is declared to be the whole extent of Canada in 1840, 
and all that was claimed for it by the British Government. 

Chief Justice Harrison—Yet that same commission draws a dividing line between 
the two parts of Canada, Upper and Lower—a line running due north from Lake Temis- 
caming to the shore of Hudson’s Bay. 

Mr. MacMahon—Yes, that is a description in that commission—that wrong reading 
appears to have got into it in some way or other—but no matter what the commission 
was, the King had no right to draw that line as against the Hudson’s Bay Company, if wé 
satisfy you that the Hudson’s Bay Company’s Territory extended south of the Hudson’s 
Bay to the height of land. The commission that was issued to Lord Elgin in 1846 is 
somewhat similar: “Thence into Lake Superior.” Lord Elgin left in 1852 or 1853; ° 
showing that up to that time the jurisdiction of the Governors-General of Canada ended 
on the shores of Lake Superior, and must have ended just about at the point where the 
due north line strikes. The Province of Canada afterwards bought from the Indians the 
territory south of the height of land. I have argued the question about as fully as I~ 
can, in regard to the commissions, and in regard to the extent of territory under the juris- 
diction of the Governors in 1840, and down to the last commission issued to Lord Elgin © 
in that year, and up to the time he left in 1852 or 1853. The British Government must’ 
have been aware at that time where a line drawn from the junction of the Ohio and 
Mississippi Rivers would strike in Lake Superior, and no doubt they intended Upper — 
Canada to be included within that line.* 

We come now to Confederation. The 146th section of the British North America 
Act is as follows :— ? 

“It shall be lawful for the Queen, by and and with the advice of Her Majesty’s 
Most Honourable Privy Council, on addresses from the Houses of Parliament of Canada 
and from the Houses of the respective Legislatures of the Colonies or Provinces of New- 
foundland, Prince Edward Island and British Columbia, to admit those Colonies or Pro- 
vinces, or any of them, into the union ; and on addresses from the Houses of the Parliament 


* [See note *, p. 294, ante.--G. E. L.] 
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of Canada, to admit Rupert’s Land and the North-western Territory, or either of them, 
intv the union.on such terms and conditions, in each case, as are in the addresses expressed, 
and as the Queen thinks fit to approve, subject to the provisions of this Act; and the 
provisions of any Order in Council in that behalf shall have effect as if they had been 
enacted by the Parliament of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland.” (Ont. 
Docts., p. 404.) 

After or about that time the agents of the Government of Canada went to England 
and made representations in regard to the expenditure of some $20,000 which the Govern- 
ment of Canada thought proper to expend on roads in the territory of Hudson’s Bay. In 
the letter that was addressed to the British Government—by Sir Stafford Northcote, I 
think, who was then the Governor of the Company—he complained, on behalf of the Com- 
pany, of trespasses having been committed by the Canadian authorities ; and although 
the Canadian authorities denied that they were committing any trespass whatever in going 
to the Red River country, still they stated that the people there were in a starving condi- 
tion, and that as an act of humanity alone the Government was prompted to make this 
expenditure, so as to give the people employment. That correspondence shows conclusively 
what was being asserted on the one hand by the Canadian authorities, and being denied 
by the Hudson’s Bay Company on the other—denied with all the force which could be 
given to a denial. The result was that the British Government, by whom this charter to 
the Hudson’s Bay Company was granted, or at least confirmed—because they did confirm 
it. in effect, if not in express words, by stating in the numerous Acts of Parliament from 
6 Anne to 48 George the Third, c. 138, that all the rights and privileges of the Hudson’s 
Bay Company should be respected—the result was that the British Government took 
legislative action. What do we find them doing? We find that an Act, known as the 
Rupert’s Land Act, was passed in 1868, after the presentation of an address from the 
Senate and House of Commons of Canada on Dec. 17, 1866 (Ont. Docts., 404 to 407). 
What was the agreement between the parties to this transaction? It is necessary to 
understand what was being surrendered, because the fact of the surrender, and the accept- 
ance of that surrender by Her Majesty, was a confirmation of everything that the Hud- 
son’s Bay Company had been claiming under their charter; and that is a point which I 
am sure the Arbitrators will not lose sight of in dealing with this question, The sur- 
render itself, the Act of Parliament itself, the agreement which was come to, not only 
between the British Government and the Hudson's Bay Company, but between the 
Canadian authorities,—these all prove the same thing. Under paragraph No. 5. of the 
Hudson’s Bay Company’s Deed of Surrender, “the Company may, within fifty years after 
the surrender, claim in any township or district within the fertile belt, in which land is 
set out for settlement, grants of land not exceeding one-twentieth part of. the land so set 
out,” etc, (6) ‘“ For the purpose of the last Article the fertile belt is to be bounded as 
follows: on the south by the United States boundary ; on the west by the Rocky Moun- 
tains ; on the north by the northern branch of the Saskatchewan ; on the east by Lake 
Winnipeg, the Lake of the Woods and the waters connecting them.” Now, here are the 
boundaries of the fertile belt, and there can be no mistaking them.’ Under the second 
section of the Rupert’s Land Act, it is declared that, for the purpose of this Act, the 
term ‘‘ Rupert’s Land” should include the whole of the lands and territories held, or 
claimed to be held, by the said Governor and Company. So that all that land which in 
1719 and 1850 the Company were claiming, the British Government admitted that they 
had a right to; and the Dominion accepted the surrender of all that. 

Chief Justice Harrison—Of course the British Government, when accepting the 
surrender, were willing to accept a surrender not only of all that the Company had, but 
of all that they claimed to have. 

_ Mr, MacMahon—The Company claimed the fertile belt, and were allowed to partici- 
pate afterwards in its lands as their own; they were allowed to hold lands there. 

Mr, Hodgins—The same as squatters on Crown lands. 

Mr. MacMahon—They claimed it as lords of the soil, as entitled to the domain. 
The Commissioners will see from the map of 1850 what they were claiming. ‘They were 
claiming down to the 49th parallel, and when they came to the height of land again they 
went north, showing that they were claiming all that extent of territory to the height of 
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land at. the very last moment. Ontario, as a part of the Dominion, knew of all that was 
going on; knew that the Dominion was entering into these negotiations ; but she sat by,. 
and never said a word—never said, “ No matter what you do, we are going to claim this. 
land,” They said nothing, but agreed that all this should be surrendered. It was sur-, 
rendered, and paid for by a million and a half of the Dominion’s money, and the surrender 
was accepted by the Dominion and British authorities as being a part of what was granted 
to the Hudson’s Bay Company. It does not matter whether the Company had a right 
to it or not—they were claiming it, and claiming to be paid for it; and there is where F 
say that the Province of Ontario can have no right now to claim any portion of that land 
that was surrendered—to claim it as being part of the Province. If she had a right to 
claim it, then was the time to intervene, and say, ‘This is part of our Province, and if 
you accept the title to that land you do so at your peril.” I need not quote the numerous 
authorities in support of the proposition as to the Province now being excluded.* * 
Lhe Attorney-General—I should like very much to see them, if there are airy: Crane 
Mr. MacMahon—lI cite Story’s Equity, sec. 1,546. ‘Ina late case before the House 
of Lords, on appeal from the Court of Session in Scotland, the Lord Chancellor discusses 
this question of estoppel in fact, or acquiescence in adversary’s claim of right, somewhat in 
detail. He is reported thus: ‘It is a universal law that if a man, either by words or 
by conduct, has intimated that he consents to an act which has been done, and that he 
will offer no opposition to it, although it could not have been lawfully done without his 
consent, and he thereby induces others to do that from which they otherwise might have 
abstained, he cannot question the legality of the act he had so sanctioned, to the prejudice 
of those who have so given faith to his words, or to the fair inference to be drawn from 
his conduct ;’ and again: ‘If a party has an interest to prevent an act being done, and 
acquiesces in it, so as to induce a reasonable belief that he consents to it, and the position 
of others is altered by their giving credit to his sincerity, he has no more right to challenge 
the act to their prejudice than he would have had it been done by his previous license.’” 
Chief Justice Harrison—That is quite clear as between individuals ; can you show 
us that that is part of the law of nations ? ee 
Mr. MacMahon—I do not think that the Province can possibly stand in a better 
position than an individual. , 
Chief Justice Harrison—One nation is not bound by what two other nations do, 
unless the third nation is a party to what is going on. 
Mr. Mac Mahon—Ontario is a part of the Dominion. 
Chief Justice Harrison—It was no party to these negotiations. 
Mr. MacMahon—No. 
Chief Justice Harrison—Then the arrangement was something that took place 
between other parties that were strangers to the Province. ’ 
Mr. MacMahon—The Province is part of the Dominion; and, knowing that the 
Dominion was acquiring rights from the Hudson’s Bay Company, if the Province had 
any claim to that territory they should have made the claim then, when the matter was 
about being settled. The instructions subsequently (1871) given to the Commissioner 
on behalf of the Dominion, when it was proposed that the boundaries should be settled, 
will be found on page 20 of the Dominion Case, from which I will read an extract :—' 
“1, The boundary in question is clearly identical with the limits of the Province of 
Quebec, according to the 14th Geo. ITI., ch. 83, known as the ‘Quebec Act,’ and is 
described in the said Act as follows, that is to say : Having set forth the westerly position 
of the southern boundary of the Province as extending along the River Ohio ‘weskbard 
to the banks of the Mississippi, the description continues from thence (z.e., the junction 
of the two rivers), ‘and northward to the southern boundary of the territory granted to the 
Merchants Adventurers of England trading to Hudson's Bay.” Now, what the terri- 
tory of the Merchants Adventurers of England trading to the Hudson’s Bay was, has. 
been fully set forth by them ; and, although on the side of the Province of Quebec the 
line of the Province of Quebec may have struck the shore of Hudson’s Bay, still that 
has nothing to do with this western limit. It can have nothing to do with that, because 
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on the western limit there is no line at all named; and Ontario may get as much from 
the Province of Quebec, on the easterly side, as they can. 

My learned friend, Mr. Monk, will follow me; and if there is anything that strikes 
me after my learned friend the Attorney-General has replied, perhaps the Arbitrators 
will allow me a few words. 


ARGUMENT OF Mr. Monk. 


Mr. E. C. Monk, of the Quebec Bar, followed, on behalf of the Dominion.—I have 
great difficulty in adding anything to the able and exhaustive argument of my friend and 
colleague, Mr. MacMahon. [I shall limit myself as briefly as possible to a reference to some: 
of the portions of my learned adversary’s case upon certain points which, to say the least, 
are well open to controversy. I find on the third page of his case—and I know that he 
laid great stress upon it in addressing the Commissioners—a letter written by Sir George 
E. Cartier and Mr. McDougall to Sir F. Rogers. I find on the fifth page of the Case 
the following in reference to this letter :—‘ Ontario claims that the official views of 
the Government of the Dominion, as thus expressed, should prima facie be carried out 
as. between the Dominion and the Province, unless the Dominion proves that the assertions. 
so made by its Ministers were false or mistaken, and that the claim to which they led 
was unfounded.” The second assertion in this letter is that the charter of the Hudson’s. 
Bay Company ‘“‘expressly excluded all lands, etc., then possessed by the subjects of any 
other Christian prince or state ;” and the next paragraph states that “by the treaty of 
St. Germain-en-Laye (1632) the King of England resigned to the King of France the 
sovereignty of Acadia, New France and Canada generally, and without limits.” That, I 
submit, is unfounded. The Treaty of Ryswick is quite different in its terms. The word 
“resign,” or “give up,” is not a correct translation for the French version of it as I find 
it in the Treaty of St. Germain at page 11 of the Ontario Documents. The French words. 
inserted between brackets there are “rendre” and ‘‘restituer ”—to give back or restore— 
implying unquestionably a previous possession on the part of France of these territories. 
New France, Acadia and Canada could not have included Hudson’s Bay. The Hudson’s 
Bay territories were never in the possession of France at that time, and, as Mr. MacMahon 
has established, were not even known or discovered in 1632 by the French.* 

The Attorney-General also laid particular stress on the memoir of M. De Calliéres, 
and I may therefere be allowed to refer the Commissioners to a few notes that I have 
made on the subject. The first French. voyage alluded to by Mr. Mills is that of 
Attorney-General Bourdon, and Mr. Mills makes the statement upon the authority of a 
memoir from Sieur De Calliéres to the Marquis De Seignelay and another memoir from 
the Marquis De Denonville. This memoir says that in 1656 Jean Bourdon, the Attorney- 
General of Quebec, explored the entire coast of Labrador and entered Hudson's Bay; and 
this M. De Calliéres says is proved by an extract from the ancient registry of the Council 
of New France of 1656. Jean Bourdon wasa man thoroughly well known in the Province 
—better known, no doubt, in that part of the country than would be the Attorney- 
’ General of the Province to-day—and was a man with whoin the Jesuits were on intimate 
terms, and who is mentioned on almost every page of the Relations written at that time. 
Yet, notwithstanding these facts, no mention whatever is made in the Aelations des 
Jesuites—and I have read them over with care—no mention whatever is made of Jean 
Bourdon’s voyage to Hudson’s Bay. At page 9 of the Felations for 1658, mention 
is made of an attempted journey which Bourdon made with the intention of reaching 
Hudson’s Bay. Under date of August 11th, we find an entry in which the Father Jesuit, 
who is reported as keeping the journal at that time, says that the barque of M. Bourdon 
returned. We have in the Relations no particular date of Bourdon’s starting on this. 
voyage ; but in the Journal des Jeswites, pages 209-218, the Commissioners will find that 
he left in the middle of May in the same year. He returned on August 11th ; and, as is. 
nat controverted, it would have been perfectly impossible for him to have made the voyage: 


* {On Champlain’s map of that year, 1632, Hudson’s Bay and Straits and the adjacent territories, together 
with the water communication between the Bay and the St. Lawrence, by the Saguenay and Rupert- 
Rivers, are correctly delineated. (S22 Book Arb. Doces., p. 135.)—G. E. L.] 
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to Hudson’s Bay in so short a time. But the learned counsel stated that there was no 

reason why this particular voyage should have been the one mentioned by De Calliéres, 
The voyage to which I refer was made in 1657; the extract from the register to which 

De Callitres refers is dated 1656; clearly indicating that what De Calliéres took as 

evidence of a voyage having been made was simply an order, an instruction given by the 

Council to Sieur Bourdon to attempt this voyage.* There can be no doubt whatever that 

the Lelations des Jesuites, whatever may have been said of them since, were the only 

correct record which was kept of the early doings of the colony, and there can be no doubt 

whatever that had Sieur Bourdon in 1656, as is claimed, made a voyage of this kind, a 

record of it would have been kept, as I propose to show ina moment, ‘The next voyage 

to which M. De Callieres refers in his memoir is that of Father Dablon, a Jesuit, who in 

1661, as Mr. Mills states in his Report, was ordered by Sieur D’Argenson, Governor of. 
Canada, to proceed to the country about Hudson’s Bay. It is stated that Dablon went 

there with Sieur De Valliere, and that the Indians who came back with them to Quebec 

declared that they had never seen any Europeans there before. Mr. Mills, in a note on 

the next page, 127, explains the Relations of the Jesuits not mentioning Bourdon’s 

voyage by the assertion that they were naturally anxious that members of their own 

society should be the pioneers in discovery, and that therefore many important discoveries 

were never brought to light in their Relations because they were not made by Jesuits. 

Of course an argument of this kind cannot apply to the voyage of Dablon, as he was a 

Jesuit, a man in whom the interests of the society were centred ; and if a voyage had 

been made by him, no doubt a great deal of prominence would have been given to it. 

On the contrary, in the third volume of the Jesuit Relations, 1662, we find this Jesuit, 

Father Dablon, describing an unsuccessful voyage that he made. There can be no doubt that 

he attempted a voyage. A portion of this relation is written by himself, and he calls it, 

“‘Journal du Premier Voyage Fait Vers la Mer du Nord.” This first portion of it is 

. most important and conclusive as showing that De Calliéres, in his memoir to M. De 

Seignelay twenty-one years afterwards, must have been speaking from hearsay, and without 

any authentic documents on which to base his assertions. Dablon says that the highest 

point which he did reach was Nekauba, a hundred leagues from Tadousac, and that 
subsequently he returned ; and thisis from a report of this journey written by himself. 

I noticed that the Attorney-General attempted to raise a doubt as to the identity of the 

Dahblon in De Calligres’ memoir with the Dablon of the Relations des Jeswites. I have 

examined with care, and I find at the end of one of the volumes a complete list of all the 

Jesuits, pioneers both of the faith and in the way of discovery, and I find that there is 

only one Dablon mentioned. Another inaccuracy of this memoir is as to the trip of Duquet, 

under an order said to have been given by Sicur D’Argenson. There can be no doubt 

that at the time this pretended order was given D’Argenson had left Canada. The 

Attorney-General must admit now, although he attaches so much importance to this — 
memoir, that it is inaccurate in most important particulars: first as to the voyage of 
Bourdon, which is shown never to have taken place at all; next as to the voyage of 
Dablon, which is shown also not to have taken place ; then as to the trip of Duquet, 
under the special instructions of a Superior who could not have given them since he had 
left the country two years before. +} 

My learned friend has attached a great deal of importance, apparently, to the fact — 
that in 1627 a Charter had been granted by Lonis XIII. to a number of adventurers sent 
to discover new lands to the north of the River St. Lawrence. But my learned friends. 
have omitted to verify the fact that in this Charter to the French Company, which the 
Commissioners will find in the first volume of Edits and Ordonnances, at page 6, the only | 
portions of land granted to the French Company are the lands or portions of lands which 
had already been occupied by the Kings of France, and the object of the Charter was 
simply to give them an exclusive right of trade therein. The clause of the Charter reads _ 
as follows :—“ Le fort et habitation de Quebec, avec tout le pays de la Nouvelle France 
dite Canada, tant le long des Cotes depuis la Floride que les predecesseurs Rois de Sa 


* [See note *, p. 278, ante.—G. E. L.] 
+ [See as to these several expeditions the notes pp. 278, 279, 280, ante.—G. E. L.] 
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Majeste ont fait habiter en rangeant les Cotes de la Mer Jusqu’au Cercle Artique pour 
latitude, et de longitude depuis lIe de Terreneuve tirant 4 l’ouest au Grand Lac dit la 
Mer douce et au dela que de dans les terres, et le long des Riviéres qui y passent et se 
dechargent dans le fleuve dit St. Laurent, ou autrement la grande Riviere du Canada, et 
dans tous les autres fleuves qui se portent & la mer ;” thereby clearly indicating that the 
Charter did not go further than the land occupied by the predecessors of Louis XTV.* In 
the Case for the Province it is stated at page 3, “ La Nouvelle France was then under- 
stood to include the whole region of Hudson’s Bay, as the maps and histories of the time, 
English and French, abundantly prove.” This is a broad assertion, which is not 
supported by the early discoverers nor by the historians of that time. Charlevoix 
described New France as being an exceedingly limited territory. (Reads extract from 
Charlevoix, iu French.) TI find also in lEscarbot, a description which shows that at that 
time the whole territory known as New France extended but a few miles on each side of 
the St. Lawrence ; and Charlevoix regrets it, and says at that time the giving up of this 
territory did not amount to much, as New France was circumscribed by very narrow 
limits on either side of the St. Lawrence.t My learned friends say that the right of the 
French to places in Hudson’s Bay was acknowledged by the Treaty of Ryswick. The 
Commissioners will see, on reference to this Treaty of Ryswick, that a special provision 
was made, quite distinct from the provision in the Seventh Article of the Treaty. By 
Article Eight it was specially provided that Commissioners should be appointed with full 
powers to settle the limits of the territories of the conflicting nations around Hudgon’s 
Bay. The fact of these Commissioners never having met to settle the limits, renders, I 
respectfully submit, the provisions of the Treaty, so far as the territories around Hudson’s 
Bay are concerned, a dead letter. t 

Having shown that Sir George E. Cartier and Mr. McDougall were mistaken in 
most important points, I think that the pretension of my learned friends that the 
Dominion should be bound by this letter of its Ministers is unfounded. 

On referring to a map attached to the report made by Mr. Ramsay to the Dominion 
of Canada some time ago, I find a line which corresponds with the one the Chief Justice 
referred to at the time, where the Red Lake is shown immediately to the north-west of 
Lake Superior, at the height of land. I understand that the Commissioners have much 
less difficulty about the western boundary than the other. 

Chief Justice Harrison—It is the northern boundary that we want now to ascertain. 

Mr. Monk—My learned friend seemed to attach considerable importance to the Con- 
stitutional Act of 1791. The Commissioners were alluding a few minutes ago to the fact 
that in the Proclamation which followed the Constitutional Act (Ontario Documents, 27), 
the words “until it strikes the boundary line of Hudson’s Bay” are to be found. Now, 
this Proclamation was simply declaring when the Constitutional Act would come in force : 
so that if the Commissioners would take notice of the Constitutional Act itself, which is 
in Ontario Documents, page 4, they will perceive a frequent recurrence of the words, 
“Government of the Province of Quebec.” It is to be found in the second line of the 
second paragraph, and is continually mentioned, thereby indicating that by that Consti- 
tutional Act there was no intention whatever to enlarge or vary in any manner the old 
limits of the Province of Quebec, as stated in the Quebec Act of 1774. I may be allowed 
to refer to the remarks of Chief Justice Sewell in De Reinhardt’s Case, which do not apply 
to‘the western boundary, but show that no increase of the limits of the Province of 
Quebec could have taken place. I am citing from the minutes taken in shorthand under 
the sanction of the court, printed in a book which I obtained from the parliamentary 
library, in which the point specially set forth by Mr. Stuart, then representing the 
prisoner, is fully reported. 


* [This very quotation shows that the Charter of the French King covered the country as far north as 
the ‘‘ Arctic Circle.”—G. E. L.] 

+ (Charlevoix thus referred to the settled districts only of New France ; and as to L’Escarbot, see his 
description, p, 10, ante, wherein New France is stated to be limited on the west by ‘the Pacific Ocean,” 
and on the north by the ‘‘ Frozen Sea.”—G. E. L] ee ae 

ab is el article of the Treaty certain places in the Bay were confirmed to France, without 
1 pee ake a ‘ab Commissioners. (See the Treaty, Book Arb, Docs., p. 15.)—G. E. L.] 
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The case came up specially on two or three occasions. It came up on a motion for 
arrest of judgment after the verdict had been rendered. On this question as to whether 
the Constitutional Act of 1791, owing to the use of this word ‘‘ Canada,” might directly 
or indirectly be accepted as showing: what was the Province of Quebec, Ghiet J ustice 
Sewell was concurred with by Mr. J fone Bowen and Mr. Justice Perault. I will read 
from his decision: Chief Justice Sewell—‘‘ The Court are most distinctly of opinion, on 
referring both to: the Act of 1791 and that of 1774, that the argument on the offence 
must fail. What was the object of each Act? Amongst others, that of 1774 was to 
enlarge the Province of Quebec, which had been created in 1763. That of 1791 was 
to separate or divide the Province of Quebec into two Provinces, to be denominated 
Upper and Lower Canada, and make each respectively independent of the other by 
giving a Legislature to each respectively, but still retaining between or within the two 
Provinces, the same extent of country, the same space as the one Province contained.” 
What is the Act? What is its object, its avowed object? To repeal certain parts of the 
Act of 1774 ; and what is the part repealed? It is that part of it which gives authority 
to the Council of the Province of Quebec. And what is the reason assigned for so doing? 
Why, that His Majesty had signified it to be his royal will and pleasure to divide his 
Province of Quebec. ‘To assert that he intended by this that the limits of the Province 
should be extended by the separation, appears to me repugnant to the plainest  prin- 
ciples of common sense, and therefore I cannot assent to it. The short history of the Act 
of 1791 is briefly this: The King signifies to Parliament his royal intention of dividing 
his Province of Quebec, and he calls on the Legislature to provide for this alteration by 
granting an Act adapted to the change. The Legislature pass an Act providing for the 
due government of the two Provinces, and under the authority of this Act, and the 
Royal Proclamation, the Province of Quebec was accordingly divided, the Royal Pro- 
clamation being an exercise of sovereign authority. His Majesty in that Act, by and 
with the consent of his Privy Council, declared what sha!l be the line of separation be- 
tween Upper and Lower Canada, and how much of the former Province of Quebec shall 
belong to the one, and how much to the other. The object of the Act and the object of 
the Royal Proclamation are so clearly expressed that we cannot for a moment doubt 
upon the subject. What says the Act? ‘His Majesty having been pleased to signify 
his royal will and pleasure to separate and divide the Province of Quebec.” What says 
the Proclamation? Why, the very same words. To divide the Province of Quebec, not 
to add to it, any more than to take away from it. Therefore Upper Canada, in the 
purview, could include only that part of the Province so divided as was not contained 
in Lower Canada; but it could not extend beyond those limits which constituted the 
Province of Quebec, otherwise it would certainly have been an Act to enlarge rather 
than an Act to divide.* 

Sir Francis Hincks—Unfortunately that does not help us one bit, because of the 
indefinite character of the boundary of Hudson’s Bay. We want to we the southern 
boundary of Hudson’s Bay. The Act of 1791 does define it to a certain extent, because 
it refers to a line drawn due: north to a certain point, to the boundary of Hudson’s Bay; 
and then afterwards the commissions come in to assist us, and they say distinctly, to 
the shore of Hudson’s Bay.” If the Act had said, “the boundary line of the territory of 
Hudson’s Bay,” it would have been clear ; but it says, “the boundary line of Hudson's 
Bay.” This is the difficulty with which we have to deal. 

Chief Justice Harrison—F¥rom that it may be fairly argued that it was understood 
at that time that the south shore of Hudson’s Bay was the southern limit of the Hud- 
son’s Bay Company. 

Sir Francis Hincks—The Attorney- -General has brought forward his argument eee 
strongly on that point, and I do not think you have answered him by the Act of 1774, 
because that simply gave an indefinite boundary. 

Mr. Monk—If our contention be correct, that it was not intended by the Constitu- 
tional Act to extend in any manner the limits of the Province of Quebec, we have to 


* [See as to this, the argument « of the Attorney-General before the Arete Te ante ; and the opinion 
of the Upper Canada judges, notes £, p. 211, ante, and *, p. 272, ante,—G. E. L.] 
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examine the Quebec Act of 1774, however indefinite it may be, to see what were con- 
sidered the southern boundaries of Hudson’s Bay at that time. The Quebec Act of 1774, 
in defining the northern boundary of the extended Province of Quebec, says “ north- 
ward”—not to Hudson’s Bay, as the proclamation does, but—‘to the southern 
boundary of the territory granted to the Merchants Adventurers of England trading 
into. Hudson’s Bay.” 

Chief Justice Harrison—That, of course, was uncertain at that time. There was 
nonatural boundary referred to there. That has been the dispute all along, and it con- 
danued shifting from time to time. 

Mr. MacMahon—And that is what is to be decided by the Commissioners now. 
«Mr. Monk—This would bring us back to the Proclamation of 1763, constituting the 
four Provinces in the British dominions, and specifying thus—‘‘ And we do further 
declare it to be our royal will and pleasure for the present, as aforesaid, to receive under 
our sovereignty, dominion and protection, for the use of the said Indians, all the lands 
and territories not included within the limits of our said three new governments, or 
‘within the limits of the territory granted to the Hudson’s Bay Company,” not specifying 
them again, but clearly indicating by inference that the territory to the north of the old 
Province of Quebec up to the limit, to that northern boundary, had been granted to the 
Hudson’s Bay Company, as it was occupied, or supposed to be occupied, by them. I 
would refer the Commissioners to the tenth article of the Treaty of Utrecht (page 16, 
Ontario Documents), as follows :—“The said Most Christian King shall restore to the 
kingdom and Queen of Great Britain, to be possessed in full right forever, the Bay and 
Streights of Hudson, together with all lands, seas, sea-coasts, rivers and places situate in 
the said bay and streights, and which belong thereto, no tract ef land or of sea being 
excepted which are at present possessed by the subjects of France.” At that time there 
‘were some forts occupied by the French just at the other side of the northern boundary, 
the height of land. The Eleventh Article of the Treaty provides that “the Most Christian 
King shall take care that satisfaction be given, according to the rule of justice and 
equity, to the English Company trading to the Bay of Hudson, for all damages and spoil | 
done to their colonies, ships, persons, and goods by the hostile incursions and depreda- 
tions of the French.” On reference to this map of Devine’s, the Commissioners will see 
that at that time there were French posts just at the other side of the height of land. 
For instance, there was one on the south-west corner of Lake Mistassinnie, another just 
at the other side of the height of land, just above Lake Temiscaming, another at the 
source of Moose River, and another south-east of Lake Joseph, a little above Lake 
Superior. The stipulation regarding the damages which were to be paid to the Hudson’s 
Bay Company, and the restitution of the forts, constitute, as far as we can judge, an 
acknowledgment of their rights to that portion of the country.* The real question, as I 
understand it, is to ascertain what was understood by the Hudson’s Bay Company as 
their southern boundary by the authority that fixed that of Upper Canada. Subsequent 
to this Treaty of Utrecht in 1711, commissioners were appointed ; and, although the first 
commissioners appointed did not come to any conclusion, owing to the fact of their 
powers, it would seem, not being sufficiently extensive, other commissioners were 
appointed, and the Hudson’s Bay Company were ordered by the Lords Commissioners of 
Trade and Plantations to send in their claim as they understood it. The Hudson’s Bay 
Company did send in their claim, and in 1719 instructions were given to Commissioner 
Bladen regarding the limits of the territory in question, based. on the claim of the Hud- 
son’s Bay Company ; and Commissioner Bladen received certain instructions as to the limits 
which he was to insist upon. His instructions are at page 362, Ontario Documents, This 1s 
important as being a recognition on the part of England of the claim of the Hudson’s 
Bay Company, such as had been sent in at the time, since they insist upon Commissary 


* [But the inland posts here referred to as being north of the Height of Land were never claimed by 
‘the Company ; and they remained, with several others in the same region, in possession of France till the 
cession of Canada. And yet the Company professed themselves satisfied with what had been delivered up 
to them: ‘‘ The surrender of the Bay and Streights aforesaid has been made according to the tenour of the 
Treaty, at least in such manner that the Company acquiesce therein, and haye nothing to object or desire 
further on that head.” (H. B. Co.’s Memorial of 1719, Book Arb. Does., p..359.)—G.E.L. ] 
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Bladen maintaining his position as far as these limits are concerned. The limits, as con- 
tained in these instructions, are a line ‘‘ drawn from the south-western point of the Island 
of Grimington, or Cape Perdrix (so as to include the same within the limits of the Bay), 
to the Great Lake Miscosinke, alias Mistoveny, dividing the said lake into parts (as in 
the map to be delivered to you) ; and that where the said line shall cut the 49th degree 
of northern latitude, another line shall begin and be extended westward from the said 
lake, upon the 49th degree of northern latitude, over which said line, so to be described 
as above mentioned, the French, and all persons by them employed, shall be prohibited 
to pass to the northward of the said 49th degree of latitude.” There can be no doubt 
whatever that at that time the 49th parallel seemed settled upon as corresponding about 
with the height of land. Further on in the instructions of the commissary are these 
words: ‘‘ But you are to take especial care in wording such articles as shall be agreed on 
with the commissary of His Most Christian Majesty upon this head, that the said boun- 
daries be understood to regard the trade of the Hudson’s Bay Company only,” clearly 
recognizing in these instructions to their commissary that the charter of the Hudson’s 
Bay Company, such as it had been granted to them, according to their interpretation and 
recognition of the charter, extended down to the 49th degree of latitude. 

Chief-Justice Harrison—For the purposes of trade only. 

Mr. Monk—I would respectfully submit that their charter for the purposes of trade 
did not extend farther than their territorial right went. In 1719 a memoir on the sub- 
ject of the limits of the Hudson’s Bay was sent to the English commissioners through 
Lord Stair to the Marquis D’Estrées, one of the French commissaries. It states:—‘“‘ The 
commissaries named by His Britannic Majesty demand that the said limits may be 
defined in the following manner, viz.: That the limits shall commence from the north 
cape of Davis Bay, in latitude 56 degrees 30 minutes, which shall serve as limits between 
the English and the French on the coast of Labrador.” It then describes the coast of 
Labrador and the 49th parallel as being the limits on which the English commissaries 
would insist ; and proceeds to state that these limits were to be insisted on solely as 
regards the trade, and that His Britannic Majesty did not thereby accede to the right of 
the French to any lands in America in the said boundaries. J submit that this was an 
act on the part of His Majesty’s Government clearly showing that in 1719 the interpre- 
tation of the Hudson’s Bay Charter, and the limits as understood then, were the 49th 
parallel, or what was corresponding to it, the height of land, as understood at that time. 
I will not detain the Commissioners any longer on this portion of the case. 

Tf there is any difficulty as to whether this northward line should be drawn due 
north from the confluence of the Ohio and the Mississippi, or should follow the course of 
the Mississippi, I would refer the Commissioners most particularly to the judgment, a 
very exhaustive one, which was rendered by Chief Justice Sewell and his colleagues upon 
the motion on arrest of judgment in the De Reinhardt case which I have above referred 
to. It is not reported in full in the Ontario Documents, and is very imperfect as an 
extract. The point was a most important one, the life of a fellow-being depended on it, 
and the gentlemen on the bench to whom was entrusted the decision were men of the 
highest reputation and standing in the legal world. 

Chief Justice Harrison—N otwithstanding the adjudication, the point supposed to be 
adjudicated upon seems to have been considered so doubtful that the sentence was never 
acted upon. 

Mr. Monk—But the reason I lay some stress upon this is that my learned friend 
seemed to think that this question at the trial had simply come up incidentally. The 
fact is that it was argued at great length on the motion for arrest of judgment, and a 
decision come to after mature consideration of all the documents and treaties, and after 
as much historical research as was possible. Chief Justice Sewell says: ‘‘ We have been 
compelled to give a decision upon the question, not from any wish on our part, but 
because it has been brought before us and we had no way of evading it.” ‘It is impos- 
sible for us to do otherwise ; it is a fixed and certain boundary (speaking of the due north 
line from the confluence of the Ohio and Mississippi), and according to the statute we 
have to the best of our knowledge decided it. In the decision we have made we are | 
supported by the authority of Lord Hardwicke in the disputes between Penn and Balti- 
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more ”—where a similar difficulty arose. I have the case at length, but there is no use 
in detaining the Commissioners any longer upon it, if. I may be allowed to leave this. 
book with them. The discussion about this northward line is very amply shown in these 
notes which I hold ; much more so than in the Ontario Documents. I do not know from 
what report that extract was taken. The book I have contains every point brought u p 
and adjudicated upon, and every argument used in favour of the pretension which my 
friends are urging, that the Mississippi should be the boundary line. 


THe ATTORNEY-GENERAL OF ONTARIO IN REPLY. 


The Attorney-General in reply said :—Most of the arguments of my learned friends. 
which are not covered by the observations that I addressed to the Arbitrators in my 
opening, have been already considered and answered in Mr. Mills’ report, and the docu- 
ments of which the Arbitrators have been put in possession ; and, to avoid prolonging 
the present discussion, I shall confine my reply to the estoppel which my learned friend 
Mr. MacMahon finds in the settlement made by the Dominion with the Hudson’s Bay 
Company, and in the Imperial Act under which the settlement was effected. My learned 
friend has pointed out that an individual who with full knowledge acquiesces by his 
silence in what is done by others to his prejudice, canfiot afterwards hold the thing so 
done to have been as against him illegal or void. I do not desire to hold the transaction 
between the Company and the Dominion to haye been illegal or void. It was the 
pressure from the people of Upper Canada that brought it about; but when all the 
Company’s claims became vested in the Dominion, both those claims that there is a. 
question about and those that there is no question about were expected to enure, 
and I submit did clearly enure, for the benefit of whatever portions of the Dominion 
were really entitled thereto as against the Company. The Dominion was acting 
in the settlement as trustee for all the Provinces which constituted the Dominion. 
The new territory not within any of the Provinces is in the common interest to 
be divided into provinces as it becomes settled. Ontario did not suppose that any 
statute obtained from the Imperial Parliament, or anything done by the representa- 
tives of the Dominion, was to estop her from claiming what belonged to her as a Prov- 
ince. But there is no proof that Ontario as a Province even knew anything about the 
matters which are said to estop her, before these matters were finally concluded. In 
fact, they all took place without any reference to the Local Government. The Dominion 
Government was understood to be acting for all in good faith, and without prejudice to. 
the rights of the Provinces among themselves ; and the Province of Ontario had a right. 
to assume that the Dominion, after settling with the Company, would take the same view 
of the boundary question which the Dominion had always previously taken, namely, that 
Canada, and therefore Ontario, extends to the Rocky Mountains on the west and far 
north of the height of land, no intimation to the contrary having been given to the Pro- 
vincial Government until long after the acquisition of the Company’s claims. The Com- 
pany had some territory in regard to which there was no dispute ; it really did belong to 
the Hudson’s Bay Company ; it was thought important that Canada should acquire this 
territory ; and it was desired also to get a clear and undisputed title to both that which 
the Hudson’s Bay Company certainly had, and the further territory in regard to which 
there was the dispute. The settlement with the Company was not on the assumption 
that the whole belonged to the Company ; the £300,000 paid to the Company would 
have been a mere bagatelle as purchase money for all that the Company pretended to 
claim ; it would have required several millions to buy all if their title had been clear ; 
but there was a controversy about the title, and it was thought worth while to give that 
amount of money and certain other advantages to the Company, for the purpose of 
getting all doubt removed without further delay. The arrangement was a compromise, 
and understood to be so. 

Chief Justice Harrison—You were acquiring, in fact, a quit claim. 

The Attorney-General—That was all. There is another point with reference to my 
learned friend’s estoppel. He says that we stood by and concealed our rights from the 
Dominion Ministers. But, on the contrary, they knew our rights better, perhaps, than 
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the new, Provincial Ministers did. It was Dominion Ministers who had been stating our 
case against the Company ; everything they had stated against the Company was in 
favour of Upper Canada ; whatever they claimed to the north and west as belonging to 
‘Canada was in fact a claim for Ontario. Some of these Ministers had indeed been the 
very agents through whom the facts in our favour had been brought to light and pressed, 
officially and otherwise, upon public attention. In consequence and by means of this 
contention they got the surrender from the Company for a comparatively small sum, and 
they prevented the Province from negotiating on its own account with the Company. If 
there is any estoppel in the case, it is the Dominion that is estopped from resisting our 
claim, instead of the Province being estopped from making the claim. 


AWARD OF THE ARBITRATORS.* 


To ALL TO WHOM THESE PRESENTS SHALL COME: 


The undersigned having been appointed by the Governments of Canada and Ontario 
as arbitrators to determine the northerly and westerly boundaries of the Province of 
Ontario, do hereby determine and decide that the following are and shall be such boun- 
daries ; that is to say :— ; 

Commencing at a point on the southern shore of Hudson’s Bay, commonly called 
James’ Bay, where a line produced due north from the head of Lake Temiscaming would 
strike the said south shore ; thence along the said south shore westerly to the mouth of 
the Albany River; thence up the middle of the said Albany River, and of the lakes 
thereon, to the source of the said river at the head of Lake St. Joseph; thence by the 
line to the easterly end of Lac Seul, being the head waters of the English River ; thence 
westerly through the middle of Lac Seul and the said English River to a point where the 
same will be intersected by a true meridional line drawn northerly from the international 
monument placed to mark the most north-westerly angle of the Lake of the Woods by 
the recent Boundary Commission ; and thence due south, following the said meridional 
line to the said international monument ; thence southerly and easterly following upon 
the international boundary line, between the British possessions and the United States of 
America, into Lake Superior. 

But if true meridional line drawn northerly from the said international boundary 
at the said most north-westerly angle of the Lake of the Woods, shall be found to pass 
to the west of where the Hnglish River empties into the Winnipeg River, then, and in 
such case, the northerly boundary of Ontario shall continue down the middle of the said 
English River to where the same empties into the Winnipeg River, and shall continue 
thence on a line drawn due west from the confluence of the said English River with the 
said Winnipeg River, until the same will intersect the meridian above described; and 
thence due south, following the said meridional line to the said international monument; 
thence southerly and easterly, following upon the international boundary line, between 
the British possessions and the United States of America, into Lake Superior. 

Given under our hands, at Ottawa, in the Province of Ontario, this third day of 
August, 1878. 

Rost. A. Harrison. 
Epwp. THornton. 
Signed and published in the presence of F. Hincxs. 
EK. C. Monx. 
Tomas Hoperns. ° 


* Sess. Papers, Ont., 1882, No. 23. Report of Proceedings before the Arbitrators, p. 67; Report Ho, 
Coms. Committee, 1880, p. 480. 


* [For the orders of reference by the respective Governments, 12th November, 1874, see ante, pp. 246, 247 
and 249. For the orders dated 31st July, 1878, see ante, p. 266. The latter Orders were for giving effect 
to arrangements, long before made, for substituting Chief Justice Harrison for Chief Justice Richards, who 
had resigned ; and Sir Francis Hincks for Hon. L., A. Wilmot, who had died: and for appointing Sir 
Edward Thornton as third arbitrator. The three arbitrators had been communicated with accordingly, 
long before they met in Ottawa to hear counsel, and the papers and documents bearing on the question had 
from time to time been sent to them, for perusal and consideration, as they were got ready. When the 
arbitrators assembled in Ottawa by appointment to hear counsel, the formal Orders of 31st July, 1878, were 
made.—G. E.L.] 
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THe Provincrar, SECRETARY TO THE SEcRETARY oF Srare.* 


Toronto, 31st December, 1878. 
: Sir,—-I am directed by His Honour the Lieutenant-Governor to intimate that a 


trators appointed by the Governments of Canada and Ontario to determine the northerly 
and westerly boundaries of the Province of Ontario. The Act, I presume, may be in 
substance the same as R. S. O., chapter 4, with the variations necessary in consequence 
of the award having now been made. No proclamation was issued, as had been con- 
templated, when the Act was passed. See section 3. 

lam further directed respectfully to remind the Government of Canada that the 
territory which was in dispute before the award was made, extends on the easterly side 
of Ontario from, say, the Rocky Mountains to a line drawn due north from the confluence 
of the Ohio and Mississippi, and extends on the northerly side from, say, the height of 
land to the most northerly limit of Canada; that the award assigns part of this territory 
to the Dominion, and part to Ontario, and that the administration of justice will continue 
to be surrounded with difficulties and uncertainties, especially in the matter of jurisdic- 
tion, until the award is confirmed by express legislation at Ottawa and here; and that the 
subject assumes unusual importance in view of the construction of public works within 
the territory and the consequent influx of an unsettled and migratory population. 

His Honour the Lieutenant-Governor will be glad to learn that such legislation as 
may be necessary to give effect to the award will be had at Ottawa at the next session of 
the Parliament of Canada; as the legislation should, it is respectfully submitted, be as 
nearly as possible simultaneous and identical. 

His Honour will be glad to receive and consider any suggestions in connection with 
this object, and also to receive as soon as possible the maps, field notes, ete., etc., relative 
to so much of the territory assigned to Ontario as had been surveyed under the authority 
of the Dominion. 

I have the honour to be, Sir, 


Your obedient servant, 


Artuur S. Harpy, 


Secretary. 
Hon. J. C. Aikins, Secretary of State, etc., etc., 


Ottawa. 


THE Unper-Secretary or STATE TO THE PROVINCIAL SECRETARY.* 


DEPARTMENT OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE, 


Orrawa, 8th January, 1879. 
S1r,—I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of the 31st 
December last, addressed to the Honourable the Secretary of State, respecting legislative 
enactment to give effect to Award made by the Arbitrators to determine the northerly 
and westerly boundaries of the Province of Ontario, and am directed to state that the 
same will not fail to receive all due consideration. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your most obedient servant, 


Epovarp J. Lanczvin, 


Under-Secretary of State. 
The Honourable A. S. Hardy, 


Provincial Secretary, Toronto. 


* Sess. Papers, Ont., 1879, No. 80, 
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— 


EXTRACT FROM THE SpeecH oF His Honour THE LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR OF ONTARIO, 
ON THE OPENING OF THE LEGISLATURE, 9TH JANUARY, 1879.* 


It is also my pleasing duty to call your attention to the settlement by arbitration 
of the northern and western boundaries of Ontario, since you last assembled. The 
decision of the Arbitrators declares the boundaries of the Province to extend to the waters 
of Hudson’s Bay on the north, and to the north-west angle of the Lake of the Woods on 
the west, these limits embracing an area of many thousand square miles beyond the limits 
to which the claim of the Dominion since 1871 would have confined us. You will be 
invited to approve of a measure having for its object the preservation of order, the 
administration of justice, and the encouragement of settlement and enterprise in this 
territory. I have reason to believe that the outlay necessary to secure these objects will 
be more than compensated by the revenue to be derived from the country. 


An ACT RESPECTING THE NORTHERLY AND WESTERLY BOUNDARIES OF ONTARIO.T 


Whereas the northerly and westerly boundaries of the Province of Ontario were 
not determined until lately ; ; 

And whereas pending the determination thereof certain provisional lines, which for 
certain purposes were to be regarded as such boundary lines, were agreed to by the 
Governments of the Dominion and the Province ; 

And whereas it was agreed by the Governments of the Dominion of Canada and the 
Province of Ontario that the true boundaries should be determined by reference to 
arbitration ; 

And whereas one of the arbitrators named in the Revised Statutes of Ontario, 
chapter four, died, and the other resigned without having made any award ; 

And whereas the Governor-General of Canada in Council afterwards named as 
arbitrator the Honourable Sir Francis Hincks, of the City of Montreal, Knight, and the 
Lieutenant-Governor in Council of this Province named as arbitrator the Honourable 
Robert Alexander Harrison, Chief Justice of Ontario ; 

And whereas the two Governments further agreed that the Right Honourable Sir 
Edward Thornton, Knight, should be the third arbitrator, and that the determination of 
the award of the said arbitrators or a majority of them in the matter of the said bound- 
aries should be taken as final and conclusive ; 

And whereas on the third day of August, in the year of our Lord one thousand eight 
hundred and seventy-eight, the said arbitrators made their award in writing, in the words 
following :—[Here is given the text of the Award, which see in order of date 3rd August, 
1878, ante p. 370.] . 

And whereas the effect of the said award is to give to this Province less territory 
than had been claimed on behalf of the Province, and more territory than the Government 
of Canada had contended to be within the limits of the Province, or than was contained 
within the provisional boundary lines aforesaid ; 

And whereas by chapter twenty-eight of the Acts of the Parliament of the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland, passed in the session held in the thirty-fourth and 
thirty-fifth years of Her Majesty’s reign, and intituled ‘“ An Act respecting the establish- 
ment of Provinces in the Dominion of Canada,” it is enacted that the Parliament of 
Canada may, from time to time, with the consent of the Legislature of any Province im 
the Dominion, increase, diminish, or otherwise alter the limits of such Province upon such 
terms and conditions as may be agreed to by the said Legislature, and may with the like 
consent, make provision respecting the effect and operation of any such increase, or 
diminution, or alteration of territory in relation to any Province affected thereby ; 

And whereas it is proper that the boundaries determined by the said award be 
adopted and confirmed ; 


* Journals Leg. Ass., 1879, Vol. 12, p. 2. 
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Therefore Her Majesty, by and with the advice and consent of the Legislative 
Assembly of the Province of Ontario, enacts as follows :-— 

1. The Legislature of the Province of Ontario consents that the Parliament of 
Canada may declare that the boundaries which by the award of the arbitrators aforesaid 
were decided to be the northerly and westerly boundaries, respectively, of this Province, 
shall be and are the northerly and westerly boundaries thereof, whether the same 


increase, diminish, or otherwise alter the true northerly and westerly limits of the 
Province. 


' 
—_———__—_ 


e ! S 
THE ASSISTANT ProviINcIAL SECRETARY TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE. * 


Toronto, 2nd May, 1879. 


Siz,—As in the report of the proceedings in the House of Commons of Ist instant» 
appearing in the newspapers, it is stated that the papers relating to the North-West 
boundary question have been mislaid, I am instructed, in order that no time may be lost 
in introducing the legislation necessary to set at rest any doubts as to the boundaries of 
Ontario, to forward to you the following documents :— 

Ist. A copy of the printed collection of Statutes, Documents and Papers bearing on 
the question. 

2nd. Printed statement of the Case of the Government of Canada. 

3rd. Printed statement of the Case of the Province of Ontario. 

4th. A manuscript copy of the Order in Council of the Lieutenant-Governor of 
Ontario with reference to the appointment of arbitrators. 

Sth. A manuscript copy of the Award. 

6th. Printed copy of correspondence between the Secretary of State of Canada and 
the Secretary of this Province respecting legislation with reference to the Award. 

I am further desired to say, that in order to facilitate the consideration of this matter, 
copies of the printed documents above mentioned have been forwarded to each member 
of the Dominion Government. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 
I. R. Ecxart, 


Assistant Secretary. 
The Honourable the Secretary of State (Canada), 
Ottawa. 


THe AssiIsTANT PROVINCIAL SECRETARY TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE. Tt 


- Toronto, 23rd September, 1879. 


Srtr,—I am directed by His Honour the Lieutenant-Governor to call the attention 
of the Government of Canada to my despatch dated 31st December last, respecting the 
legislation needed to put beyond dispute, in civil and criminal cases, any question as to 
the western and northern limits of Ontario. 

The measure therein referred to as intended to be submitted to the Legislature of 
Ontario was, as you are aware, passed at its last session ; but no like Act was passed by 
the Parliament of Canada at its recent session. 

I am to remind you that a report on the subject, by a Committee of the Honourable 
the Privy Council, was approved by His Excellency the Governor-General in Council on 
the 12th November, 1874, and that in this report it was set forth that, in a memoran- 
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dum dated on that day, the Premier of the Dominion recommended concurrence in a 
proposition made by the Government of Ontario, to determine, by means of a reference, 
the northern and western boundaries of that Province relatively to the rest of the 
Dominion ; that the Ontario Government having named the Honourable William Buell 
Richards, Chief Justice of Ontario, as one of the referees, the Premier submitted the. 
name of the Honourable Lemuel’ Allan Wilmot, formerly Lieutenant-Governor of the. 
Province of New Brunswick, to act in conjunction with him, and advised that authority 
should be given them to agree upon a third person, not being a resident of Canada, and. 
that the determination of a majority of such three referees should be final and con- 
clusive upon the limits to be taken as and for such boundaries respectively, and by the 
report of the Committee of the Privy Council it was recommended that the Dominion: 
should agree to concurrent action with the Province of Ontario, in obtaining such legis. 
lation as might be necessary for giving binding effect to the conclusion which should be- 
arrived at, and for establishing the northern and western boundaries of the Province of 
Ontario in accordance with the award. 

A further report of a Committee of the Honourable the Privy Council was approved 
by His Excellency the Governor-General in Council on the 31st J uly, 1878, whereby it. 
was stated that the Committee of Council had under consideration the subject of the- 
northern and western boundaries of the Province of Ontario, which under previous. 
Orders in Council had been referred to the Honourable W. B. Richards, then Chief 
Justice of Ontario, named as referee on behalf of that Province, but who was subse- 
quently replaced by the then Chief Justice, the Honourable R. A. Harrison, and to the 
Honourable Sir Francis Hincks, who had been named on behalf of the Dominion, and 
that subsequently to the action taken under the Order in Council of 19th November, 
1874, it had been mutually agreed between the Governments of the Dominion and 
Ontario that the Right Honourable Sir Edward Thornton should be selected as third 
referee, and the Committee recommended that such selection should be confirmed by 
Minute of Council, and that the determination of such three referees should be final and 
conclusive upon the limits to be taken as and for such boundaries respectively. 

Corresponding Orders in Council were made by this Province, 

T am directed to respectfully suggest that an award having, on the 3rd August, 
1878, been duly made in pursuance of the reference, it it is just that there should be no. 
further delay in formally recognizing the award as having definitely settled the matters. 
submitted to the arbitrators. 

The Government of Ontario, on its part, acquiesced in the award, not because it was. 
believed to have accorded to this Province all that was claimed on its behalf, or all that 
the Province might within its strict legal rights have had awarded to it, but because the 
tribunal appointed jointly by the two Governments was one to whose competency andi 
character no one could take exception, and because according to the judgment of the- 
people of Ontario neither party to the arbitration could consistently with good faith, 
refuse to abide by the decision. 

The Government of Ontario does not doubt that the Government and Parliament of 
Canada will ultimately take the same view, and I have respectfully to represent that the- 
delay in announcing the acquiescence of the Dominion authorities, and in giving full 
effect otherwise to the award, has been embarrassing and injurious. 

The present Government of Canada has already been made. aware that before the. 
arbitrators met an exhaustive collection had been made by the Governments of Canada 
and Ontario, severally, of all the facts, documents and evidence bearing upon the con- 
troversy ; that everything material had been printed, and in a form which facilitated to. 
the greatest practical degree the full and prompt examination of the question at issue ; 
that cases had been prepared on both: sides, containing a summary of the respective | 
claims and the reasons therefor ; that these cases also had been printed ; and that the 
whole matter had been argued before the arbitrators by counsel. 

With respect to the arbitrators it is manifest that no three persons could have been 
selected whose judgment would be entitled, in such a case, to more unqualified respect 
than that of the three arbitrators appointed. Sir Francis Hincks, as a Canadian. 
publicist and statesman, is acknowledged to have few equals in shrewdness, industry or 
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ripe experience ; the late Chief Justice Harrison was a lawyer of the first rank, and a. 
judge whose method of reasoning was always distinguished for its practical and common 
sense character; and Sir Edward Thornton, Her Majesty’s Minister at Washington, 
brought to the consideration of the case, not only the aid of the very high abilities, but. 
the absolutely independent judgment of one who could have no partialities or inclina- 
tions in favour of either side. 

If the merits of the award have been considered by the Government of Canada 
they will have observed certain preliminary things in connection with the question which 
were and are beyond controversy. Amongst these are the facts that Ontario is entitled 
to the same limits as Upper Canada had, whatever these were; that these limits embrace 
so much of the British torritory, west of the division line between Ontario and Quebec, 
as belonged to France before the cession of 1763, and (what is the same thing) so much 
as belonged to the Province of Canada before Confederation, or (in other words) so mucls 
as belonged to the Dominion before its purchase of the rights of the Hudson’s Bay Com- 
pany, and that the single question which the arbitrators had to consider was, what terri- 
tory Canada had on the Ontario side of the division line before the recent purchase from 
the Hudson’s Bay Company had been made. 

It must further have been noticed that the territory awarded to Ontario is consider- 
ably less than had been officially claimed and insisted upon by the Province of Canada 
before Confederation, and by the Dominion afterwards, and considerably less, on the west, 
ehan, according to the legal opinion of Chief Justice Draper in 1857, Canada was clearly 
tntitled to. 

Further, the territory so awarded to Ontario is less than was comprised in Upper 
Canada, according to the true intent and meaning of the Quebec Act (1774), as shown 
by its recitals, and by its known objects, and its history, including the proceedings thereon. 
in the House of Commons, as reported in ‘“ Cavendish’s Debates,” and as set forth in. 
the letter of the Right Honourable Edmund Burke, dated 2nd August, 1774, to his con- 
stituents, the Province of New York, whose agent he was at the time. All these 
documents are to be found amongst the printed documents already mentioned. 

The terms of the Royal Commissions assigning or defining the boundaries of Canada. 
and Upper Canada respectively, appear in the same book; and a reference to them will 
have shown to the Government of Canada that the territory awarded to Ontario is less 
than was given to the Province by the express terms of the Royal Commission (27th 
December, 1774,) which, immediately after the passing of the Quebec Act, was issued to 
Sir Guy Carleton, as Captain-General and Governor-in-Chief of the Province; and also 
by the express terms of the Commission to his successor, Sir Frederick Haldimand ; that. 
the Commission to Sir Guy Carleton, after the Treaty of Paris of 1783, expressly gives. 
as one of the boundaries of the Province a line to the Lake of the Woods, thence 
through said lake to the most north-western point thereof (as the Arbitrators have done), 
and from thence in a due west course to the River Mississippi. The Arbitrators have 
not given to the Province any territory west of the Lake of the Woods. 

_. The Government of Canada must also have observed that a paper was presented to 
Parliament previous to the passing of the Constitutional Act of 1791, describing the line 
which it was proposed to draw in order to divide the then Province of Quebec into two 
Provinces ; that this line is described as drawn from the head of Lake Temiscaming due 
north until it should strike the boundary line of Hudson’s Bay, including, as the paper 
stated, all the territory to the westward and southward of the said line to the extent of the 
country commonly known by the name of Canada ; that on the 24th August, 1791, an 
Order in Council referred to this paper, and divided the Province accordingly; that the 
subsequent Proclamation of General Clarke, in the same year, contained a description in 
the same words; that the Royal Commissions to Lord Dorchester and subsequent. 
Governors-General, to and including the Commission to Lord Gosford in 1835, described. 
the division line between Upper and Lower Canada in the same way, as extending to the 
boundary line of Hudson’s Bay; and that the Commissions, from that to the Earl of 
Durham in 1838, to the Commission to Lord Elgin in 1846, as well as various other 
Royal Commissions, described the line of division as striking the shore of Hudson’s 
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It is also undenied and undeniable that the Province of Upper Canada, for a period 
long antecedent to its union with Lower Canada, acted whenever there was occasion on 
the assumption that the boundaries of the Province were those so assigned by the Royal 
Commissions, and issued writs into the territory west of the line 89° 94’ (which was the 
line insisted on by the Dominion after the purchase from the Hudson’s Bay Company). 

It is another significant fact of the same kind that the Province of Canada,’as far 
back as 1850, procured from the Indians the surrender of their rights in the same terri- 
tory west of that line, and from time to time thereafter made grants, in the Queen’s name, 
of land west of the same line. 

In truth, so far as the western boundary is Beecher sit was proved to demonstra- 
tion that the north-west angle of the Lake of the Woods was the most easterly limit that 
could be assigned to the Province under any interpretation of the evidence. 

There is an old decision of a Court in Lower Canada in what is called the De Reinhardt 
case, in favour of a more easterly line, viz., 89° 94’ (the meridian of the confluence of 
the Ohio and Mississippi Rivers), but on an examination of the case, of which a full 
report is in print and accessible, it will be found that the decision was come to without 
the Court being aware of the terms of the Royal Commissions to the Governors herein- 
before mentioned, and without attention having been called to the historical facts which 
are referred to in the recitals of the Quebec Act, and which give significance to those 
recitals as bearing on the question of boundary ; nor was the Court in possession of the 
evidence of intention which is afforded by the debate on the Bill and by other means 
now known and relied upon as demonstrating the other construction. De Reinhardt, 
though clearly guilty, was not executed, and the only known or supposed reason for 
pardoning him is that the British Government were advised that the conclusion of the 
Court on the point in question was not maintainable. This is stated in an official paper 
on the part of the late Province of Canada. 

Only one of the Royal Commissions hereinbefore mentioned, so far as is known, was 
in print before the recent investigations, and when copies of these Commissions were 
procured and examined for the purposes of the arbitration it became apparent that these 
Commissions alone set at rest all possible question that the westerly boundary of the 
Province included the Lake of the Woods ; and that the northerly boundary extended to 
the shore of Hudson’s Bay on the east, and to or beyend the most north-west angle of the 
Lake of the Woods on the west. How far north of these points our northerly boundary 
was to be found was a fair subject of controversy, but the territory north of these two 
points is of comparatively little value. It is to be observed that the line of the English 
and Albany Rivers, which was fixed upon by the Arbitrators as the northerly boundary, 
is not far north of a straight line connecting the two points mentioned, and has the 
advantage of presenting an almost unbroken waterline ; that it is thus a natural and con- 
venient boundary ; and that it gives to Ontario a less aggregate quantity of territory in 
the north than is assigned to Canada in some of the maps of the Hudson’s Bay Company 
itself ; and gives to the Province a less northerly boundary than the Company in 1701, 
thirty years after the Charter, was content with and unsuccessfully endeavoured to 
restrict Canada to. 

But if it were far less clear than it is that the award does not give Ontario more 
territory than the Province was entitled to, and if the reasons which “justify the conclu- 
sions of the Arbitrators were far less clear and strong than they are, it is respectfully 
submitted that the award demands the active acquiescence and recognition of the parties 
to the reference. The question of boundaries was in controversy, it was referred by 
mutual consent to the distinguished gentlemen named, they have made their award, and 
the fact is conclusive in regard to all questions on the subject. 

I am further to remind the Government of Canada that the settlement of the 
controversy, as well as the explorations for railway and other purposes, have drawn 
public attention to the territory north and west of Lake Superior, that settlement therein 
is proceeding, that various enterprises are establishing themselves, that speculation is 
likely to be directed to this region, and that various causes are at work favourable to an 
influx of population, both of a settled and floating character. 

In view of these considerations the Government of Ontario trusts that the Govern-. 
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ment of Canada will recognize the propriety of announcing without further delay their 
intention to submit to Parliament, next session, a Bill declaring the boundary established 
by the Arbitrators to be the true northerly and westerly boundaries of Ontario, and to 
use the influence of the Government to have the measure accepted by both Houses, and 
assented to by His Excellency the Governor-General. 

I am to renew the request contained in a former despatch that the Government of 
Canada would be pleased at once to forward to this Government the maps, field notes, 
etc., etc., relative to so much of the territory assigned to Ontario as has been surveyed 
under the authority of the Dominion. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 
I. R. Eckart, 
Assistant Secretary. 
The Honouarble the Secretary of State (Canada), . 
Ottawa. , 


THE UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE TO. THE PROVINCIAL SECRETARY.* 


_, DEPARTMENT OF THE SECRETARY OF. STATE, 
Orrawa, 25th September, 1879. 
Si1r,—I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your communication of the 
23rd inst., with reference to the question as to the northern and western limits of the 
Province of Ontario; and to inform you that the subject will be submitted to His 
Excellency the Governor-General. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your most obedient servant, 
Epovuarp J. LANGEVIN, 
Under-Secretary of State. 


The Honourable the Provincial Secretary of Ontario, 
Toronto. 


Tue ProvinciAL SECRETARY TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE. Tf 


PROVINCIAL SECRETARY'S OFFICE, ONTARIO, 
Toronto, 19th December, 1879. 


Sr1r,—I have the honour to call your attention to my despatch bearing date the 31st 
day of December, 1878, and to intimate that the Government of Ontario have not yet 
been favoured with the reply of your Government to the suggestions made and infor- 
mation sought by my communication. I beg further to intimate that the Arbitrators 
having made their award, the Government of the Province understand that the pro- 
visional arrangement theretofore in force between the Province and the Dominion, 
having reference to the boundary and the north-west portion of the Province is at an 
end, the award having “ definitely settled” the boundaries between the Province and the 


Dominion. 
I have the honour to be, Sir, 


Your obedient servant, 
ArtTHUR S. Harpy, 
Provincial Secretary. 


Hor. J. C. AIKINS, 
Secretary of State, Ottawa. 
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Exrraor rrom THE SpeecH or His Honour THE LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR OF ONTARIO, 
ON THE OPENING OF THE LeGISLATURE, 8TH JANUARY, 1880.* abba 


Some correspondence has taken place between my Government and the Government. 
of Canada respecting the award of the boundary Arbitrators. I trust that at the 
approaching session of the Dominion Parliament the award will receive from that body 
legislative recognition. 


—__ 


ReEPoRT OF THE MINISTER OF JUSTICE.t 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
Orrawa, 20th January, 1880, 


I have the honour to report :—That an Act was passed by the Legislature of the 
Province of Ontario, at its last session, intituled (chapter 19) “An Act respecting the. 
Administration of Justice in the Northerly and Westerly parts of Ontario.” 

This Act is apparently based upon the assumption that the conclusion come to by the 
Right Honourable Sir Edward Thornton, the Honourable Sir Francis Hincks, and the late 
Chief Justice Harrison, respecting the northerly and westerly boundaries of Ontario 
settled such boundaries. 

I would call attention, however, to the fact that, as the Parliament of Canada have. 
not yet legislated upon the subject, the question of the boundaries still remains, as a, 
matter of law, unsettled. If the Parliament of Canada thinks proper to pass the neces- 
sary Act declaring the boundaries to be those decided upon by the gentlemen referred to, . 
the Act under consideration would not in this point of view be objectionable. 

I append a memorandum (marked ‘‘ A”) prepared by the Deputy of the Minister 
of the Interior respecting the provisional boundary agreed upon by the Governments of 
Canada and Ontario in the year 1874, together with a plan showing the territory included 
in the description in sections 1, 2, 3 and 8 of the Act now under consideration. 

I submit for the consideration of Council the question whether, pending action by 
the Parliament of Canada with respect to the boundaries of Ontario, this Act should be 
left to its operation. It was received by this Government on the 26th day of March, 
1879, so that the year within which the power of disallowance must be exercised will 
expire on the 25th of March, 1880, Assuming that it is concluded not to disallow the 
Act in connection with the boundary question, there are questions arising upon it which 
require serious consideration. 

The 96th section of the British North America Act, 1867, provides that the Goy- 
ernor-General shall appoint the judges of the Superior, District, and County Courts in 
each Province, except those of the Courts of Probate in Nova Scotia and New Bruns- 
wick ; and by the 100th section, the salaries, allowances, and pensions of the judges of 
the Superior District and County Courts are to be fixed and provided by the Parliament 
of Canada. 

By the 92nd section the Provincial Legislatures are empowered to make laws for the 
constitution, maintenance and organization of Provincial Courts, both official and criminal 
jurisdiction, and including procedure in civil matters in those courts. 

Several of the Provinces of Canada have, since Confederation, provided for the 
appointment of officers called Magistrates, Stipendiary Magistrates, Commissioners, ete.,. 
and have given to those officers certain judicial functions. Till lately their powers have 
been confined to matters in which small amounts only have been in dispute, ranging from, 
$100 and less. | sa 

In 1877 the Legislature of British Columbia passed a Bill respecting the Gold Com- 
missioner’s Court in that Province. This Bill gave to the Gold Commissioner, who was a 
local officer appointed by the Lieutenant-Governor, very extended jurisdiction in civil 
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matters. It was reserved for the signification of the pleasure of His Excellency the 
Governor-General thereon. It was not assented to. I append an extract (marked ‘“ B”’) 
from the approved report to Council from this Department upon the Bill. 

In 1877 an Act was passed by the Province of Ontario intituled “An Act respect- 
ing the Territorial and Temporary Judicial Districts of the Province and the Provisional 
County of Haliburton.” 

This Act gave to stipendiary magistrates referred to therein, and to the Division 
Court of the District of Algoma, certain extended jurisdiction. 

The Act was left to its operation, but not without the attention of Council being 
called to its provisions. I append an extract (marked “C”) from the approved report of 
the Department to Council respecting the same. 

The Act now under consideration goes a step further, and practically provides for 
the whole administration of civil justice, for some time to come, within the territory 
referred to in the Act, by a court, the judge of which is appointed by the Lieutenant- 
Governor, and the salary and allowances of whom are fixed by the Provincial Legislature. 

The 6th section gives to this court, in the District of Algoma, the following 
jurisdiction :— 

1. In all personal actions where the amount claimed does not exceed $400. 

2. In all actions and suits relating to debt, covenant and contract, where the amount. 
or balance claimed does not exceed $800. 

Provided always, as to the additional jurisdiction so hereby conferred, that the con-~ 
tract was made within Algoma, or the cause of action arose therein, or the defendant 
resides therein. 

3. For the recovery of the possession of real estate in the said District, 

4. “In replevin, where the value of the goods, or other property or effects distrained, 
taken or detained, does not exceed the sum of $400, and the goods, property, or effects 
to be replevied are in the said District.” 

Previous to the Act its jurisdiction was confined to personal actions where the debt 
or damages claimed did not exceed $100 (see Revised Statutes of Ontario, chapter 90, 
section 16), except by consent of the parties, when the stipendiary magistrate could, on 
their written consent, try cases to the extent of $800. 

Section 8 gives to the stipendiary magistrate holding courts in certain remote dis- 
tricts therein mentioned the following jurisdiction :— ; 

1. In all personal actions where the amount claimed does not exceed $100 (except as 
in the next section excepted). 

2. ‘In all cases and suits relating to debt, contract, and covenant, where the amount 
or balance claimed does not exceed $200, or if the amount is ascertained by the signa-~ 
ture of the defendant to the sum of $400. 

“‘ Provided always that the contract or covenant was made within the said portion 
of the District of Thunder Bay or Nipissing in which the court is held, or the cause of 
action arose therein, or the defendant resides therein. 

3. “In certain actions for the recovery of the possession of lands or other corporeal 
hereditaments situated in the said portion of the District aforesaid in which the court is 
held, and the yearly value of which lands or hereditaments, or the rent payable in respect. 
whereof, does not exceed $100, that is to say :— 

(a) “Where the term and interest of the tenant of any such corporeal hereditaments, 
has expired or has been determined by the landlord or the tenant by a legal notice to quit. 

_ (6) “Where the rent of any such corporeal hereditaments is sixty days in arrear, 
and the landlord has the right by law to re-enter for non-payment thereof. 

“* And in respect to such actions the said courts shall have and exercise the same 
powers as belong to and may be exercised by the Superior Court of Common Law, in and 
in respect to actions of ejectment. 

~°4, “In replevin, where it is made to appear that the value of the goods or other 
property or effects distrained, taken, or detained, does not exceed the sum of $100, and 
the goods, property or effects to be replevied are in the said portion of the District in 
which the court is held.” | a 
Section 10 provides for the appointment. of an officer for the District of Algoma, to 
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be called the Deputy Clerk for Thunder Bay, and power is given to him to issue writs for 
the commencement in the District of Thunder Bay, of actions in the District Court. 
Provision is made for a seal for the court with which all writs and processes are to be 
sealed. An appeal is given from the stipendiary magistrate’s order or decision to the 
judge of Sault Ste. Marie. 

The 14th section is as follows :— ; 

14. ‘“‘Where the amount claimed in any action in the said District Court, or where, 
in the case of ejectment or replevin, the subject matter of. the action as appearing in the 
writ in ejectment, or in the affidavit filed to obtain the writ in replevin, is: beyond the 
jurisdiction of the County Courts in other parts of Ontario, costs to a successful defendant 
shall be taxed upon the Superior Court scale. 

2. ‘“‘In like manner, where the plaintiff recovers in respect to a cause of action 
beyond the jurisdiction of the said County Courts, costs shall be taxed to him on the 
Superior Court scale, subject, however, to his obtaining the certificate or order of the 
judge, where, under the Common Law Procedure Act, such certificate or order is required 
in the Superior Courts. 

3. “‘In'respect to any action within the provisions of the first part of this section, 
the attorney of a successful plaintiff shall be entitled to charge his client County Court 
costs only, unless he was instructed in writing by such client to sue in respect.to a matter 
beyond the jurisdiction of the said County Courts, in which case the said’ attorney shall 
be entitled to charge costs upon the Superior Court scale. Es 

4, “Hither party may, as of right, upon giving twenty days’ notice to the opposite 
party, have the taxation of costs by the deputy clerk revised by the clerk at Sault Ste. 
Marie.” . 

The 15th section, provides for the appointment of a sheriff of the District of Thunder 
Bay, and for the execution by him of writs and of other processes issuing out of the 
District Court. 

The 16th section empowers the stipendiary magistrates, upon the trial of any cause 
where the amount claimed is over $200, or where the matters in dispute relate to the 
title of real estate, to state a special case for the opinion of the Court of Appeal in 
Ontario. 

The 18th and 19th sections are as follows :— 

18. “Every judgment of the said Division Courts may be enforced by writs or other 
process framed in accordance with the requirements of the case and similar in form to 
writs or other process for like purposes issued out of the Superior Courts. 

19. “Every stipendiary magistrate of the District of Thunder Bay, or Nipissing, 
may exercise the authority conferred upon County Court judges by the revised statute 
respecting over-holding tenants.” 

The Legislature unquestionably has authority to constitute a court possessing the 
jurisdiction of the courts referred to in this Act, but I submit to Council whether this 
Act, which seems to encroach upon the powers of the Dominion Government with respect 
to the appointment of judges, and which goes far beyond any previous Act of a similar 
character, should be disallowed, notwithstanding that other Acts, equally objectionable 
on principle, but less objectionable in degree, have been left to their operation. In my 
opinion the Act should be disallowed, unless the same be repealed within the time for 
disallowance. | 

Jas. McDonatp, 
Minister of Justice. 
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“A” 
(Memorandum by J. S. Dennis, Esquire, as to Boundary. ) 
[Annexed to the foregoing Report of the Minister of Justice, dated 20th J anuary, 1880. ] 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Orrawa, 21st January, 1880. 


The undersigned has the honour to submit for the information of the Honourable 
the Minister of Justice, that on the 8th July, 1874, an Order in Council was passed, 
agreeing upon a conventional boundary between the Province of Ontario and the 
Dominion in the following terms: 

[Here follow sections 1, 2, 3 and 4, of the agreement of 26th June, 1874, respecting 
a provisional boundary line. See p. 244, ante. ] 

The undersigned has further the honour to submit for the information of the Min. 
ister of Justice, a map showing the territory included in the several descriptions in 
sections 1, 2, 3 and 8 of the Act of the Ontario Legislature, passed at the last session 
thereof, chapter 19. 

Respectfully submitted, 


J.S. Dennis, 
Deputy of the Minister of the Interior, 


“RB” 


(Extracts from a former Report on a Bill passed in British Columbia for establishing 
Mining Courts. ) 


[Annexed to the foregoing Report of the Minister of Justice, dated 20th January, 1880. ] 


In addition to the above Acts of the Legislature of British Columbia, a Bill was 
passed intituled ‘“‘ An Act to amend the Gold Mining Amendment Act, 1872,” which Bill 
was reserved by His Honour the Lieutenant-Governor for the signification of the pleasure 
of His Excellency the Governor-General thereon. The Act isas follows: ‘ Every Mining 
Court in this Province shall in addition to its present jurisdiction, have jurisdiction in all 
personal actions arising within the limits of its present district, and the Gold Commissioner 
presiding in any such court shall have the like powers to enforce any judgment, decree, 
rule, or order of such courts as are conferred by section 12 of the Gold Mining Amend- 
ment Act, 1872. The provisions of this Act shall only have effect in the Electorial Dis- 
trict of Kootenay, and in that part of the Province known as Cassiar.” 

The Attorney-General of the Province reported upon this Act to the Lieutenant- 
Governor as foilows: ‘This Act gives jurisdiction in all personal actions to the Gold 
Commissioners in Kootenoy and Cassiar, and appears to trench upon the provisions of the 
96th section of the British North America Act, which vests the appointment of the 
Supreme and County Court judges in the Governor-General alone, inasmuch as it pro- 
vides that the paid employees of the Local Government in the district aforesaid shall have 
and exercise almost as much power as a Supreme Court judge. As I think this Legis- 
lature has not the power in effect, to make these appointments, I would suggest that the 
Act be reserved for the consideration of His Excellency the Governor-General.” I refer 
to the remarks made upon the Mining Court in connection with the 11th section of Act 
No. 14. This Bill is an illustration of the danger I have above alluded to, as, if it became 
law, the jurisdiction of the Mining Court in the districts referred to will be greater than 
the jurisdiction of the County Court, and equal to that of the Supreme Court, 
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It might be convenient that a somewhat extended jurisdiction should be given to a 
District Court or magistrates in the Districts of Kootenay and Cassiar, thereby avoiding . 
the expense and delay attendant upon a judge of the Supreme Court travelling to these: 
distant parts of the Province for the purpose of holding Assizes, and it is probable that, 
this Bill was passed with that object in view. I would mention however, that even were: 
this Bill assented to, it would be necessary for a Supreme Court judge to proceed to the 
district mentioned for the trial of criminal cases. 

Upon the whole, I recommend that the assent of the Governor-General be not given 
to this Bill, which, in fact, should have been disposed of by the local authorities them- 
selves. 

The following are the remarks above alluded to: The sections of the Act now under 
consideration further extends the powers of Gold Commissioners as judges of the Mining 
Court. The 96th section of the British North America Act, 1867, empowers the Gov- 
ernor-General to appoint the judges of the Superior, District and County Courts in each 
Province, except those of the Courts of Probate in Nova Scotia and New Brunswick. By 
the 92nd section the Provincial Legislatures have power to make laws in relation to the. 
administration of justice, including the constitution, maintenance and organization of 
Provincial Courts, both of civil and criminal jurisdiction. They have also power to legis- 
late respecting the establishment and tenure of Provincial officers, and the appointment 
and payment of Provincial officers, 

If there be power in the Legislature of British Columbia to establish this so-called 
Mining Court, and appoint and pay the judges thereof, it must be found in the section I 
have just quoted. I think, however, that this court, which is declared to have original , 
Jurisdiction, to be a court of law and equity, and a court of record with a specific seal, 
and for the purpose of enforcing its judgments, orders and decrees, to have (with certain . 
exceptions), the same powers and authority, legally and equitably, as are exercised in the. 
Supreme Court of Civil Justice of British Columbia by any judge thereof, which has 
power also to summon a jury to assess damages, may be considered a court. within the 
meaning of the 96th section of the Confederation Act. It is not in my opinion necessary | 
to bring a Provincial Court within the provisions of this section, that it should be called . 
by the particular name of Superior, District or County Court. 

The exception to that section itself indicates that the Courts of Probate in Nova. 
Scotia and New Brunswick would, unless specially excepted, have come within the defini- 
tion of Superior, District or County Courts. 

It will be readily seen how easy it would be for the Local Legislature, by gradually 
extending the jurisdiction of these Mining Courts, and by curtailing the jurisdiction of. 
the County Courts or Supreme Courts as now established, to bring within their own 
reach, not only the administration of justice in the Province, but also practically the. 
appointment of the judges of the courts in which justice is administered. Inasmuch 
however as legislation of a similar nature to that contained in the section now under con- . 
sideration, has been left to its operation in previous years, and as the provisions of the 
section appear to be convenient, I do not recommend a disallowance of the Act. 


66 (Ch? 


(Extracts from a Report on a former Act of this Province, respecting Algoma. ) 
| Annexed to the foregoing Report of the Minister of Justice, dated 20th J anuary, 1880,] 


“Were this the first enactment of a similar nature passed by a Provincial Legisla-_ 
ture, [ would hesitate long before recommending that it should be left to its operation, 
as it appears to intrench upon the powers conferred upon the Governor-General of Canada 
by the 96th section of the British North America Act, 1867, which section is as 
follows :— 

“The Governor-General shall appoint the judges of the Superior, District and County 


Courts in each Province, except those of the Courts of Probate in Nova Scotia and New 
Brunswick.” 
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Inasmuch however, as Provincial legislation has been previously left to its operation, 
whereby certain judicial powers in civic matters have been conferred upon. stipendiary 
magistrates, and whereby courts presided over by the stipendiary magistrates and having 
in effect the powers of the Division Courts of Ontario have been constituted, I do not feel 
at liberty to object to the provision of the present Act, provided the jurisdiction conferred 
by the former legislation upon the subject, which has been left to its operation, has not 
in effect been substantially extended. 

In a report dated 29th September last, upon the Acts of last session of the Legisla- 
ture of British Columbia, I had occasion to remark at some length upon legislation of a 
nature similar to that now under consideration, and I then pointed out the danger which 
might ensue from this class of legislation. 

I refer to that report, the Act; 31st Vic., 1868, Ontario, chap. 35, which was passed 
to provide for the organization of the Territorial District of Muskoka, and under which 
the stipendiary magistrate of that district was appointed, declared that certain provisions 
of chapter 128 of the Consolidated Statutes of Upper Canada, intituled “An Act respect- 
ing the administration of justice in unorganized tracts,” should extend and apply to the 
said District of Muskoka. 

Similar provisions are contained in the Act 33rd Vic. (1869), Ontario, chapter 24, 
which provides for the organization of the Territorial District of Parry Sound, and in the 
Act 34 Vic. (1871), Ontario, chapter 4, which provides for the organization of the Terri- 
torial District of Thunder Bay. The provisions of the Act of the Consolidated Statutes, 
thus made applicable to these territorial districts, in effect provided for the holding of a 
court of civil jurisdiction in each district under the name and style of the first (or other 
as the case may be), Division Court for the District of D. ©. over which the stipendary 
magistrate should preside and be the sole judge in all actions brought in such Division 
Court, and determine all questions as well of fact as of law in relation thereto, in a sum- 
mary manner, with power, should he think fit, to summon a jury of five persons to try 
the fact controverted in a case. 

For every such court provision is made for an appointment of a clerk and one or more 
bailiffs. The jurisdiction of the court is declared to be over all personal actions, save 
certain excepted ones where the debtor’s damages claimed is not more than $100. Each 
court is to have a seal with which all summonses and other processes shall be sealed or 
stamped. 

Suits are to be commenced by summons to the defendant issued by the clerk, con- 
taining the particulars of the plaintift’s demand. 

Provision is made for the subpeenaing of witnesses ; the judgment of the court with 
certain exceptions to be final and conclusive. 

Provisions are made for the enforcement of the judgments by execution. Proceed- 
‘ings and suits against absconding debtors are provided for. 

The magistrate is given jurisdiction on the consent of the parties to try and determine 
‘cases up to $800 in amount. In addition to the Act in the Consolidated Statutes above 
referred to, which has been made applicable to the three districts mentioned, certain pro- 
visions of the Act respecting Division Courts, being chapter 19 of the Consolidated Stat- 
utes of Upper Canada, and of the Act to amend the Acts respecting Division Courts, being 
chapter 23 of 32 Vic. (1868-9), Ontario, are made applicable to the Districts of Parry 
Sound and Thunder Bay. The provisions of the Act respecting Division Courts referred to, 
relate to examination of judgment debtor’s claims of landlords to goods seized in execution. 

The provisions of the Act 32 Vic. (1868-9), Ontario, amending the Acts respecting 
Division Courts, provide that all judgments in the Division Courts shall have and continue 
to have the same force and effect as judgments of courts of record. Provisions are made 
for the entry of final judgments by the clerk where the claim is not disputed, and proceed- 
ings for the garnishment of debts are provided for. It will be thus seen that the juris- 
diction of the courts presided over by the stipendiary magistrates of the three districts 
above mentioned, was, before the passing of the Act now under consideration, practically 
as extensive as the jurisdiction of the various Division Courts in the Province, and in some 
cases was more extensive. The present Act does not therefore seem to extend to any 
substantial extent the jurisdiction previously possessed by those courts. 
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The section now under consideration however, not only declares that the stipendiary 
magistrate, as Division Court judge, shall have the like jurisdiction and powers as are 
now possessed by the County Court judges in Division Courts in counties, but goes on to 
provide that the provisions of law from time to time in force in Ontario relating to the 
Division Courts in counties and the officers thereof, etc., shall apply to the Division Courts 
of these districts. This provision is, I think, objectionable, inasmuch as although it may 
be quite within the legislative authority of Ontario to increase the jurisdiction of the 
Division Courts in counties, as such courts are now presided over by judges appointed by 


the Dominion, yet their jurisdiction might be increased to an extent that might be objec-, 


tionable in the case of these District Division Courts, the judges of which are appointed 
by Ontario. Were the section limited in its operation to the jurisdiction and power, etc., 


of the County Court judges in Division Courts and counties as now existing, I would not, 


for the reasons above mentioned, recommend any interference with the Act. 


I recommend, however, that the attention of the Lieutenant-Governor be called to the | 
objection referred to, with a request that his Government may promote, at the next 
session, and before the time expires for determining as to the disallowance of the Act, | 


amendatory legislation. 


Report oF A COMMITTEE OF THE Privy CoUNCIL, APPROVED BY THE GOVERNOR-GEN- 
ERAL ON THE 12TH FEBRUARY, 1880.* 


The Committee have had under consideration a report dated 20th January, 1880, 


from the Honourable the Minister of Justice upon an Act passed by the Legislature of — 
the Province of Ontario at its last session, intituled ‘An Act respecting the Administra-_ 


tion of Justice in the Northerly and Westerly parts of Ontario.” + 
In concluding his report, the Minister submits whether this Act, which seems to 


encroach upon the powers of the Dominion Government with respect to the appointment . 
of judges, and which goes far beyond any previous Act of a similar character, should be | 
disallowed, notwithstanding that other Acts equally objectionable on principle, but less — 
objectionable in degree, have been left to their operation ; and he states that, in his 
opinion, the Act should be disallowed, unless the same be repealed within the time for 


disallowance. . 
The Committee concur in the opinion above stated, and submit the same for your 


Excellency’s approval. 
Certified. ; 
J. O. Core, 
Clerk, P. C. 


Toe UNpER-SECRETARY OF STATE TO THE PROVINCIAL SECRETARY. { 
Orrawa, 14th February, 1880. 


Sir,—I am directed to transmit to you herewith for the information of His Honour . 


the Lieutenant-Governor of Ontario, a copy of an Order of His Excellency the Governor- _ 


General in Council on the subject of an Act passed by the Legislature of that Province at 


~ « 


its last session, intituled “‘ An Act respecting the Administration of Justice in the North. . 


erly and Westerly parts of Ontario.” 
I have the honour to be, Sir, 


Your obedient servant, 
Epovarp J. LANGEVIN, 


Under-Secretary of State. 
The Honourable the Provincial Secretary, Toronto. 


* Sess. Papers, Ont., 1881, No. 30, p. 9. 
+Ont. Stat., 42 Vict., cap. 19. Assented to 11th March, 1879. 
t Sess. Papers, Ont., 1881, No. 30, p. 9. 
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ADDRESS OF THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF Mantropa TO THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL. * 


To His Becellency the hight Honourable Sir John Douglas Sutherland Campbell (com- 
monly called the Marquis of Lorne), one of Her Majesty's Most Honourable Privy 
Vounctl, Knight of the Most Ancient and Most Noble Order of the Thistle, and 
Knight Grand Cross of the Most Distinguished Order of St. Michael and St. 
George, Governor-General of Canada and Vice-Admiral of the same, ete., etc., ete. 


May ir Prnase Your EXCELLENCY,— 


We, Her Majesty’s most dutiful and loyal subjects, the Legislative Assembly of 
Manitoba, in session assembled, humbly approach your Excellency for the purpose of 
representing — 

That in the opinion of this Legislature the boundaries of the Province of Manitoba 
are too circumscribed, and that the same could be extended easterly, westerly, and 
northerly with advantage to the Dominion of Canada ; 

That this Legislature has already, at the suggestion of the Privy Council of Canada, 
passed an Act to provide for the enlargement of the limit of the Province, 37 Vie., cap. 2, 


Dominion being made to accord with the census returns of 1881, this Legislature deems 


“¢reased as these are by a rapidly augmenting population. 
We, therefore, humbly pray that your Excellency will be pleased to take such steps 
as may be necessary to carry out the views of the Legislature. 
G. MoMicken, 
Speaker, 
Legislative Assembly, 
Winnipeg, 14th February, 1880. 


Tae Unper-Secrerary or Sarr TO THE PRoviNcIAL SEecrETARyY.t 


Orrawa, 17th February, 1880. 


Sir,—With reference to my letter of the 14th inst., I am directed to transmit to 
you herewith for the information of His Honour the Lieutenant-Governor of Ontario, a 
eopy of a report of the Minister of Justice and of its appendices, A, B, C, on the subject 
of the Act passed by the Legislature of Ontario at its last session, intituled “An Act 
respecting the Administration of Justice in the Northerly and Westerly parts of 
Ontario.” 
I have the honour to be, Sir, 


Your obedient servant, 
Epouarp J. Lane@gvin, 
Under-Secretary of State. 


The Honourable the Provincial Secretary, 
Toronto. 


—— as Se 


* Return megs Address of the Ho. of Coms., Can., dated 15th March, 1882, numbered (82a), p. 7. 
t+ Sess. Papers, Ont., 1881, No. 30, p. 10. 
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REsoLUTIONS OF THE LuGisLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF ONTARIO, PASSED ON THE 3xD MARCH, — 
1880.* 


That by an agreement made between the Government of Canada and the Govern- 
ment of Ontario, it was decided that, subject to the approval of the Parliament of Canada 
and the Legislature of Ontario, the questions which had arisen concerning the northerly 
and westerly boundaries of the Province of Ontario should be determined by arbt- 
tration ; and that by Orders in Council, passed by the respective Governments, it was 
declared, that the determination of the Arbitrators appointed to make such award should 
be ‘ final and conclusive.” 

That in accordance with the agreement entered into by the respective Governments, 
the Right Honourable Sir Edward Thornton, Her Majesty’s Minister at Washington, 
the late Hon. R. A. Harrison, Chief Justice of Ontario, and the Honourable Sir Francis 
Hincks, were agreed upon by Orders in Council of the respective Governments, as Arbi- 
trators to determine the northerly and westerly boundaries of the Province of Ontario. 

That on the 3rd day of August, 1878, the said Arbitrators delivered their award, 
wherein they declared and determined what are the northerly and westerly boundaries 
of the Province of Ontario. 

That in a despatch dated 31st December, 1878, from His Honour the Lieutenant- 
Governor of Ontario, to the Secretary of State for Canada, His Honour intimated to the 
Government of Canada, that during the approaching session of the Legislature a measure 
would be introduced “to give effect by way of declaratory enactment or otherwise, to 
the award made by the Arbitrators to determine the northerly and westerly boundaries 
of the Province of Ontario ;’ and that His Honour, in the same despatch, also stated 
he would be glad to learn that such legislation as might be necessary to give effect to the 
award would be had at Ottawa in the next session of the Parliament of Canada. 

That in a despatch dated 8th January, 1879, the Government of Canada acknow- 
ledged the receipt of the despatch last mentioned, and stated that the same would not 
fail to receive all due consideration ; and that no intimation was given, in reply to His 
Honour’s communication, that the Government of Canada would refuse to be bound by 
the award of the Arbitrators, or to submit to the Parliament of Canada a measure giving 
effect thereto. 

That by an Act of the last session, the Legislature of Ontario did consent that the 
boundaries of the Province, as determined by the said award, should be declared to be 
the northerly and westerly boundaries of the Province of Ontario, and by a further Act 
made provision for the administration of justice in the northerly and westerly parts of 
Ontario. 

That on the 16th January, 1869, the Government of the Dominion of Canada, 
through its members and representatives, contended before Her Majesty’s Imperial Gov- 
ernment that the western boundary ‘“ extended to and included the country between the 
Lake of the Woods and Red River,” and that the northern boundary included “ the 
whole region of Hudson’s Bay.” 

That the boundaries then claimed by the Government of the Dominion, on behalf of 
Canada, as against the pretensions of the Hudson’s Bay Company, would, on the same 
grounds, be the boundaries of the Province of Ontario, and would give to Ontario a ter- 
ritory vastly in excess of that embraced in the award of the Arbitrators. 

That by an Order in Council, approved on the 28th November, 1871, the constitu- 
tional advisers of His Excellency the Governor-General of Canada, obtained the sanction 
of the Crown to the statement that “it was of much consequence that the ascertaining 
and fixing on the ground of the boundary line in question, should be, as far as possible, 
expedited ;” that by another Order in Council, approved on the 9th April, 1872, His 
Excellency’s advisers obtained the assent of the Crown to the opinion that both Govern- 
ments would “ feel it their duty to settle, without delay, upon some proper mode of 
determining, in an authoritative manner, the true position of such boundary ;” that by 
another Order in Council, approved on the 7th November, 1872, His Excellency’s advisers 

* Journals Leg. Ass., 1880, Vol. 13, p. 160. 
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obtained the further sanction of the Crown to the statement that “the importance of 
obtaining an authoritative decision as to the limits, to the north and to the west, of the 
Province of Ontario had already been aflirmed by a Minute in Council,” and “that the 
establishment of criminal and civil Jurisdiction and the necessity of meeting the 


That although so long since as the 12th N ovember, 1874, and as the result of pro- 
tracted negotiations, the Government of Canada, by Order in Council, consented to concur 
in the proposition of the Government of Ontario to determine the northern and western 
boundaries of Ontario by means of a reference ; and although information was from 
time to time given to Parliament by the Government of Canada of the progress of the 
arrangements for such reference, no action was taken, nor was any effort made by or in 
the Parliament of Canada, previous to the award being given, to arrest or prevent the 
reference agreed upon by the respective Governments of Canada and Ontario ; that in 
May, 1878, the Parliament of Canada granted $15,000 to defray the expenses of the 
Ontario Boundary Commission. 

That this House regrets that, notwithstanding the joint and concurrent action of 
the respective Governments in the premises, and the unanimous award of the Arbitrators, 
the Government of Canada has hitherto failed to recognize the validity of the said award, 
and that no legislation has been submitted to Parliament by the Government of Canada 
for the purpose of confirming the said award. 

"That nevertheless it is, in the opinion of this House, the duty of the Government 
of Ontario to take such steps as may be necessary to provide for the due administration 
of justice in the northerly and westerly parts of Ontario, and that this House believes it 
to be of the highest importance to the interests of this Province, and to the securing of 
the peace, order and good government of the said northerly and westerly parts of Ontario, 
that the rights of this Province, as determined and declared by the award of the arbitra- 
tors appointed by the concurrent agreement and action of the Governments of Canada 
and Ontario, should be firmly maintained. 

That this House will at all times give its cordml Support. to the assertion, by the 
Government of Ontario, of the just claims and rights of this Province, and to all neces- 
sary or proper measures to vindicate such just claims and rights, and to sustain the 
aware t 1¢ Arbitrators by which the northerly and westerly boundaries of this Province 
have been determined. 

~ The Resolutions were carried on the following division : 

Yeas.—Messieurs Appleby, Awrey, Badgerow, Ballantyne, Baxter, Bell, Bishop, 
Blezard, Boulter, Broder, Calvin, Cascaden, Chisholm, Creighton, Crooks, Dryden, Field, 
Fraser, Freeman, French, Gibson (Huron,) Gibson (Hamilton), Graham, Hardy, Hawley, 
Hay, Jelly, Kerr, Laidlaw, Lauder, Livingston, Long, Lyon, McCraney, McKim, Mc- 
Laughlin, McMahon, Mack, Meredith, Metcalfe, Monk, Morgan, Morris, Mowat, Nairn, 
Near, Neelon, Pardee, Parkhill, Paxton, Richardson, Robinson (Cardwell), Ross, Sinclair, 
Springer, Striker, Tooley, Waters, Watterworth, White, Widdifield, Wigle, Wood, 
Young—64. . 


Nay.—Mr. Miller—1. 


THE SECRETARY OF STATE TO THE LIEUTENANT-GovERNOR. * 


Orrawa, 13th March, 1880. 


Sir,—Adverting to the letters of Mr. Under-Secretary Langevin to the Honourable 
the Provincial Secretary of Ontario, under date the 14th and L7th ultimo, and their 
respective enclosures, I have the honour to request that you will inform me whether your 


* Sess. Papers, Ont., 1881, No. 30, p. 10. 
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Government intends to address to this Government any communication with reference to 
the Act, cap. 19, 42 Vic. (1879), “An Act respecting the Administration of Justice in 
the Northerly and Westerly parts of Ontario.”* 


T have the honour to be, Sir, 


Your obedient servant, 


J. C. AIkIns, 
Secretary of State. 
His Honour the Lieutenant-Governor of Ontario, 
Toronto. 


Report or THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL OF ONTARIO, 15TH Marcu, 1880, oN THE ONTARIO 
ACT RESPECTING THE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE IN THE NORTHERLY AND WeEstT- 
ERLY Parts oF Ontario. t 


The undersigned respectfully submits the following observations on a despatch of 
the Under-Secretary of State, dated the 14th day of February ultimo, transmitting a 
copy of an Order of His Excellency the Governor-General in Council, concurring in a 
Report of the Honourable Minister of Justice, wherein it is stated, that, in the opinion 
of the Minister, an Act passed by the Legislature of this Province at its last session, 
entitled “An Act respecting the Administration of Justice in the Northerly ‘and 
Westerly parts of Ontario,” should be disallowed, unless the same were repealed within 
the time for disallowance. The undersigned has also had uncer consideration a copy 
of the said report, transmitted in a subsequent despatch, dated the 17th day of February. 

The objections suggested to the Act, in the Report of the Minister of Justice, 
are these :— 


(1) That the Act is ‘‘ based on the assumption that the award of the Right Honour- 
able Sir Edward Thornton, the Honourable Sir Francis Hincks, and the late Chief Jus- 
tice Harrison, respecting the northerly and westerly boundaries of Ontario, settles such 
Boundaries ;” and (2) that (independently of that question) the Act “seems to encroach 
upon the powers of the Dominion Government, with respect to the appointment of 
judges, and goes far beyond any previous Act of a similar character.” 

With respect to the first objection, it is matter of profound disappointment that, 
after the exhaustive investigation which the question of our northerly and westerly 
boundaries received, and the unanimous decision, eighteen months ago, by the distin- 
guished and able gentlemen selected as arbitrators, the Government of the Dominion is 
not yet prepared to abide by the award, or to recognize the just rights of the Province 
which the award established; but the Honourable the Minister of Justice appears to 
have overlooked that the Act in question (while making no allusion whatever to the 
award) assumes no more with regard to the extent of our territory than that we have some 
territory west of “a line known as the provisional westerly boundary line of Ontario,” 
and some territory north ‘of the height of land separating the waters which flow into 
Hudson’s Bay from those which flow into Lake Superior and the Georgian Bay.” Now, 
independently of a mass of other proofs in favour of Ontario’s claim, our right to terri- 
tory as far west as the Lake of the Woods, and as far north as the boundary or shore of 
Hudson’s Bay, is demonstrated by the terms of the Royal Commissions, from the 27th 
December, 1774, to Sir Guy Carleton, Captain-General and Governor-in-Chief of the 
Province of Quebec, and the subsequent commissions to successive Governors-General, 
to the commission to Lord Elgin, of the Ist October, 1846, being the last of the com- 


* [See, in order of date, pp. 378, 384, 385 and 387, ante, the Report of the Minister of Justice, dated 
20th January, 1889; the Dominion Order in Conncil approving thereof, dated 12th February, 1880; and the 
communications of 14th and 17th February, and 13th March, 1880, respectively—-all relating to the disal- 
lowance of the Act in question.—G. E. L.] 
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missions to our Governors-General which contained boundary line descriptions. There 
is far more reason for maintaining that the award gave us too little, than for maintain- 
ing that it gave us too much; and it gave us considerably less than Dominion Ministers 
had claimed before the purchase of the rights of the Hudson’s Bay Company. The 
Minister of Justice does not, however, advise the disallowance of the Act on this ground, 
but advises its disallowance upon the ground of the other objection which he suggests, 
namely, that the Act “seems to encroach upon the powers of the Dominion Government 
with respect to the appointment of judges, and goes far beyond any previous Act of a 
similar character.” 

The undersigned is respectfully of opinion that this objection has arisen from inad- 
vertence, as he will now proceed to shew. 

The Minister refers altogether to the 6th section of the Act, and to the jurisdiction 
which it confers on the District Court of Algoma—‘‘a Court,” he observes, “the judge 
of which is appointed by the Lieutenant-Governor, and the salary and allowances of 
whom are fixed by the Provincial Legislature.” Now, the fact is, that by the British 
North America Act, it is provided that the Governor-General has the appointment of 
the judges, not only of Superior and County Courts, but of District Courts also; and 
the 100th section provides that the salaries and allowances of the judges of District 
Courts are, like those of the Superior and County Court Judges, to be tixed and provided 
by the Parliament of Canada. These sections have always been held to apply to the 
judge of the District Court of Algoma; and accordingly, ever since Confederation, his 
salary has been provided by the Parliament of Canada, and not by this Province. The 
present judge was appointed previous to Confederation; and it has not before been 
suggested that the Lieutenant-Governor has the power of appointing his successor, or 
that the Provincial Legislature has anything to do with his salary or allowances. The 
undersigned respectfully submits that there is no ground whatever for either suggestion. 

The Minister refers also to the 10th, 14th, and 15th sections of our Act. The 14th 
section relates to the costs in the District Court; and the 10th and 15th provide for the 
appointment of certain additional officers for the transaction of the business of the same 
Court ; namely, a Deputy Clerk and a Sheriff. The undersigned assumes that the right 
of the Province to pass these sections was not intended to be questioned by the Minister 
or by the Dominion Government. 

The only other suggested encroachment “upon the powers of the Dominion Govern- 
ment with respect to the appointment of judges,” is the jurisdiction which the Act gives 
to stipendiary magistrates, these ofticers being appointed by the Lieutenant-Governor. 
The Minister observes that several of the Provinces “of Canada have, since Confedera- 
tion, provided for the appointment of officers called Magistrates, Stipendiary Magistrates, 
Commissioners, etc., and have given to these officers certain judicial functions.” As 
illustrative of this statement, the Minister refers to an Act of the Legislature of British 
Columbia, respecting the Gold Commissioner’s Court in that Province ; which Act pur- 
ported to give to the Gold Commissioner, who was a local officer to be appointed by the 
Lieutenant-Governor, very extensive jurisdiction in civil matters. But, as respects this 
Province, the office of stipendiary magistrate was not created since Confederation, but 
had existed under our laws for many years previously. These officers are for unorganized 
tracts, where the population is too sparse, and the transactions are too limited, to require 
or justify the holding of Courts of Assize or County Courts ; and the object or policy 
was, and is, to provide by such means for the due administration of justice in such terri- 
tories until the population and transactions should become such as to require and justify 
other judicial arrangements. Under the law in force for this purpose at the time of Con- 
federation (C. S. U. C., chap. 128), a stipendiary magistrate had part of the Jurisdiction 
which, in the more settled portions of the Province, belonged to County Court judges, 
and part of that which, in the more settled portions, belonged to the Superior Courts. 
By the 13th section of the Act, Stipendiary Magistrates were authorized to hold Division 
Courts, which, elsewhere in the Province, were held by County Court judges ; and by 
the 23rd section, jurisdiction was given to them in all personal actions (save as therein- 
after excepted) where the debt or damages did not exceed $100. In Division Courts, 
presided over by County Court judges (C. 8. U. C., chap. 19, sec. 55), it was only as to 
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claims and demands of a specified kind that the jurisdiction existed to try cases of that 
amount ; while in other personal actions, the jurisdiction was confined to cases where 
the debt or damages claimed did not exceed $40. By the 74th and 75th sections of 
‘C. 8. U. C., chap. 128, a stipendiary magistrate had jurisdiction, by consent of parties, 
to refer to arbitration matters in dispute, “within the jurisdiction of the Court as to 
subject-matter, but irrespective of amount, if not exceeding $800 ;” the arbitration to be 
‘‘to such persons, and in such manner, and in such terms, as he may think reasonable 
and just.” The stipendiary magistrate had jurisdiction also to set aside the award, or 
to enforce it as a judgment of his court—an authority which, in the case of so large an 
amount, belonged, elsewhere in the Province, to a Superior Court or judge only. 

Such was the jurisdiction of these temporary officers when the British North America 
Act was passed ; and yet, their appointment, or the duty of providing for their salaries 
and allowances, was not given to the Dominion authorities, and therefore fell to the 
Province. Whether, if the office were a new one, unknown before Confederation, or if 
a stipendiary magistrate had, by law, before Confederation, no part of the jurisdiction 
which was exercised elsewhere by judges of the Superior or District or County Courts, 
the Legislature would have had: jurisdiction to create the office, or to give to the holder 
of it the jurisdiction mentioned, is another question altogether; but it is plain, under 
the British North America Act, that, as respects our distant outlying and sparsely popu- 
lated territories, it is no encroachment on Dominion authority to assign to stipendiary 
magistrates some of the authority belonging elsewhere in the Province to Courts the 
appointment of whose judges, and payment of whose salaries, are given to the Dominion. 

Before Confederation, the provisions of the Act last mentioned were in operation in 
the District of Nipissing. Immediately afterwards, the Opening up and partial settle- 
ment of Muskoka and Parry Sound rendered desirable the extension of the same pro- 
visions to these territories. This could, under the Act, have been legally done by 
proclamation of the Lieutenant-Governor, without further legislation ; but an Act of the 
Legislature in each case was preferred, and was passed (31 Vic., chap. 35; 33 Vic., 
chap. 24). Subsequently, similar provisions were in the same way extended to Thunder 
Bay, by 34 Vic., chap. 4. These statutes were passed by the first Legislature of Ontario, 
and while the late Honourable John Sandfield Macdonald was Attorney-General of 
Ontario, and Sir John A. Macdonald was Minister of Justice. The report on the Act 
now in question does not name these Acts, but names a subsequent Act of Ontario, 
passed in 1877, by which similar provisions had been applied to the Provisional County 
of Haliburton. 

With reference to these Acts, it may be observed here that the legislation of the 
Parliament of Canada respecting Keewatin and the North-West Territory, shews that 
the Parliament of the Dominion agrees, as well with the Parliament of the old Province 
of Canada, as with the Legislature of Ontario in 1868, 1869, 1871, and 1877, that 
exceptional legislation is required for territories so thinly populated as those in question. 
The jurisdiction which the Ontario Act of last session conferred upon the stipendiary 
magistrates therein mentioned is not nearly so great as that conferred by Dominion 
statutes upon similar magistrates in the territories of the Dominion. 

The undersigned further respectfully submits, that, as the administration of justice 
in the Province, including the constitution, maintenance, and organization of Provincial 
Courts, belongs exclusively to the Provincial Legislature, it is to this Province alone that 
the right belongs of determining what the extent, from time to time, should be of the 
jurisdiction of these temporary officers. The Act in question, however, did not extend 
their jurisdiction in our undisputed territory in case of money demands, but merely gave 
a much-needed authority in a few other matters as to which otherwise the people would. 
have no practicable remedy. Thus the 19th section gave to the stipendiary magistrates. 
the authority which is conferred upon County Court judges elsewhere by the statute re- 
specting over-holding tenants, an authority ordinarily exercised by those judges in Cham- 
bers. A reference to R. 8. O., chap. 137, sec. 3, will show that this jurisdiction only 
exists where tenants over-hold without colour of right, and the 6th section provides for 
the action taken being subject to the supervision of the Superior Courts. 

With respect to any territory which Ontario may have west of the provisional boun- 
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dary line or north of the height of land, the jurisdiction given to the stipendiary magis- 
trate sitting in a Division Court is by the 8th section increased from $100 to $200 in 
certain classes of cases, namely, in suits relating to debt contract and covenant, or to 
$400, where the amount is ascertained by the signature of the defendant ; provided, 
however, that the contract or covenant was made within the limit for which the Court is 
held, or provided the cause of action arose therein, or the defendant resides therein. The 
purchasing power of $200 in this territory now is less than of $100 when that sum was 
named. Jurisdiction is also given in minor cases between landlord and tenant, and in 
replevin, where the value of the goods claimed does not exceed $100 ; an appeal is provided 
for from the decision of the magistrate where the amount claimed is $200 or upwards, or 
where title to land or other corporeal property is in question (section 16, sub-section 4) ; 
and, on the other hand, various matters are excluded from the jurisdiction of the Magis- 
trate, namely, actions for gambling debts, for spirituous or malt liquors, for malicious 
prosecution, libel, slander, criminal conversation, seduction, or breach of promise of mar- 
riage, and actions against a justice of the peace for anything done by him in the execu- 
tion of his office, if he objects thereto. These provisions show that the Legislature has 
carefully refrained from trusting to the decision of the stipendiary magistrate matters 
likely to be of an important nature, and has guarded the rights of parties by providing a 
convenient mode of appeal where the money or property in question appears sufficient to 
justify an appeal. 

These considerations make it plain that the present Act bears no analogy to the 
British Columbia Act, which purported to confer upon Mining Courts jurisdiction in all 
personal actions arising within the limits of their respective districts. 

The undersigned trusts that, in view of these considerations, the Government of 
Canada will perceive that the Act in question is not objectionable on any ground urged 
against it, and that its disallowance is not necessary, and would not, under all the circum- 
stances, be a proper exercise of Dominion authority. 

The despatch was received when the recent session of the Legislature was far ad- 
vanced, and it appeared necessary therefore to provide at once for the contingency of the 
disallowance, it being assumed that the Dominion Government, in common with the Prov- 
ince, felt and would recognize the propriety of some provision being made for the admin- 
istration of justice, instead of the territory in question being left to utter lawlessness and 
anarchy. A new Act was accordingly passed, which is not to go to into effect unless and 
until the former Act is disallowed. The new Act confines the jurisdiction of the stipen- 
diary magistrates, as regards subject-matter and amount, to the limits provided for by the 
law in force before Confederation, and avoids any disputable reference to the extent of 
territory within which the Act is to operate, leaving that question to be wholly de- 
termined, as may be, by the law and the right. 

As the territory in dispute is included ir the territory which the Province of Canada 
before Confederation claimed as part of Canada, and therefore of Canada West, or Upper 
Canada ; and in the territory to which the Dominion, through its Ministers, after Confed- 
eration, and until the purchase from the Hudson’s Bay Company, made the same claim, 
and on the same grounds; and which territory the Province of Ontario continued after- 
wards to claim; and as the territory, still it seems in dispute, was eighteen months ago 
solemnly awarded to the Province as its rightful property by the unanimous decision of 
three arbitrators of the highest character and competency, who had been mutually chosen 
by the two Governments,—it is obvious that the prima facie right to the territory, if not 
(as we insist) the certain and absolute right, is, and must be taken to be, in Ontario; and 
it is the consequent obvious duty of the Province to make such reasonable provision as 
may be practicable for the administration of justice among the population of the territory. 
The dispute or delay on the part of the Dominion with respect to the award causes uncer- 
tainty and its daily increasing and grave evils in connection with the administration of 
justice ; and if the dispute or delay is to continue, the undersigned is respectfully of 
opinion that the evils referred to, which all must regret, will be intensified by the disal- 
lowance of the Provincial legislation, and that their removal, or partial removal, calls 
rather for provisional legislation by the Dominion (without prejudice to the matter in 
dispute), expressly giving to the laws of Ontario and its officers authority in the terri- 
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tory, pending the dispute by the Dominion, or perding the settlement and recognition of 
the true boundaries. 

The undersigned respectfully recommends that, in case the views which the under: 
signed has expressed are concurred in by His Honour in Council, a copy of this Report 
be forthwith transmitted to the Secretary of State, with a copy of the Act passed on the 
subject at the recent session of the Legislature. 

O. Mowar. 

March 15th, 1880. 


OrpDER IN COUNCIL, APPROVED BY THE LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR, THE 15TH DAY oF 
Marcu, 1880,* 


The Committee of Council advise that your Honour do approve of the annexed re- 
port of the Honourable the Attorney-General with respect to a despatch of the Under- 
Secretary of State, dated the 14th day of February, having -reference to an Act of the 
Legislature of Ontario, entitled “An Act respecting the Administration of Justice in the 
Northerly and Westerly parts of Ontario,” being 42 Victoria, chapter 19. 


Certified. 


J. G..Scort, 
Clerk Executive Council, Ontario. 


THE LieutENANT-GOVERNOR TO THE SECRETARY oF Sratr.+ 


GoveRNMENT Housz, 
Toronto, 15th March, 1880. 


Sir,—I have the honour to transmit herewith for the information of His Excellency 
the Governor-General in Council a copy of an Order in Council approved by me this day, 
together with the annexed report of the Honourable the Attorney-General with respect 
to the despatch of the Under-Secretary of State, dated 14th February last, having 
reference to an Act of the Legislature of Ontario, entitled, “An Act respecting the 
Administration of Justice in the Northerly and Westerly parts of Ontario,” being 
+2 Victoria, chapter 19. 


I have the honour to be Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


D. A. MAcpona.p, 
Lieutenant-Governor. 
The Honourable the Secretary of State, 
Ottawa. 


FurtHER Report or THE MINISTER OF JUSTICE. { 


Ottawa, 17th March, 1880. 


I have the honour to report—That, under the Order in Council of the 12th 
February, respecting an Act passed by the Legislature of Ontario at its session of 1879, 
intituled ““An Act respecting the Administration of Justice in the Northerly and 
Westerly parts of Ontario,” it was provided that, unless the same were repealed within 
the time for disallowance, it should be disallowed. 


* Sess. Papers, Ont., 1881, No. 30, p. 11. LO eens { Ibid., p. 15. 
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A copy of my Report, and of the Order in Council passed thereon, were transmitted 
in due course to the Ontario Government. A reply has just now been received, from 
which it would appear that the Act has not been repealed, but that another Act, making 
provision for the administration of justice in the locality, has been passed, but which 
Act is not to go into operation unless and until the Act now under consideration be 
disallowed. 

The Attorney-General of Ontario states, that ‘the new Act confines the jurisdiction 
of stipendiary magistrates, as regards subject-matter and amount, to the limits provided 
for by the law in force before Confederation, and avoids any disputable reference to the 

. extent of the territory within which the Act is to operate, leaving that question to be 
wholly determined as may be by the law and the right.” 
I have not yet had an opportunity of seeing this Act, and therefore pass no opinion 
with respect to it. It will have to be considered and reported upon in the usual way. 

Pursuant to the provisions of the Order in Council of the 12th February, I think 
the Act passed by the Legislature of the Province of Ontario, first above referred to, 
should be disallowed, and I recommend accordingly. 

Before closing this report I desire to refer to some of the remarks of the Attorney- 
General of Ontario with respect to the Act. 

In my previous report I pointed out two grounds upon which it was necessary to 
take action with respect to the allowance or disallowance: the first being on account of 
its assuming to make provision for the administration of justice over territory the right 
of Ontario to which is not admitted by this Government; the second was, that the Act 
encroached upon the powers of the Dominion Government with respect to the appoint: 
ment of judges. 

It is unnecessary to reply to the arguments adduced by the Attorney-General 
with respect to the boundaries of Ontario, as any discussion thereon, upon a reference 
of this kind, would seem to be inopportune. 

With respect to the second ground, however, the Attorney-General points out that 
the provisions respecting the “ District Court’ referred to in the Act were intended to 
apply only to the court presided over by the judge resident in Sault Ste. Marie, who 
received his appointment before Confederation, and whose successor would have to be 
appointed by the Governor-General, and that the provisions respecting this court 
do not apply to the court presided over by the stipendiary magistrates referred to in 
the Act. 

In this view, so much of the Act as relates to that District Court would not seem to 
be open to the same objections as those portions which refer to the stipendiary magis- 
trates, but the objections pointed out in my previous report to those portions of the Act 
which refer to the stipendiary magistrates and the courts presided over by them still 
remain, and of themselves, in my opinion, would warrant the disallowance of the Act. 

The Attorney-General remarks, in referring to the disputed boundary question, that 
“the Minister of Justice does not, however, advise the disallowance of the Act on this 
account, but advises its disallowance upon the grounds of the other objection which he 
suggests, namely, that the Act seems to encroach upon the powers of the Dominion 
Government with respect to the appointment of judges.” 

It would seem immaterial upon which of the two grounds the disallowance was 
recommended; but I would point out that the recommendation in my report was a 
general one, and was not confined to either ground. 


. 


Jas. McDonatp, 
Minister of Justice. 
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ORDER OF THE GOVERNOR-GENERAL IN CouNcIL.* 


GOVERNMENT Housz, 
Orrawa, Monday, 22nd day of March, 1880. 


Present—His Excellency the Governor-General in Council. 

Whereas the Lieutenant-Governor of the Province of Ontario, with the Legislative 
Assembly of that Province, did, on the 11th day of March, 1879, pass an Act (chapter 
19), intituled ‘An Act respecting the Administration of Justice in the Northerly and 
Westerly parts of Ontario ;” 

And whereas the said Act has been laid before the Governor-General in Council, 
together with a Report from the Minister of Justice, setting forth that he is of opinion 
that it was not competent for the Legislature of the Province of Ontario to pass such 

- Act, and therefore recommending that the said Act should not receive the confirmation 
of the Governor-General ; 

His Excellency the Governor-General has thereupon this day been pleased, by and 
with the advice of his Privy Council, to declare his disallowance of the said Act, and | 
the same is hereby disallowed accordingly. 

Whereof the Lieutenant-Governor of the Province of Ontario, and all other persons 
whom it may concern, are to take notice and govern themselves accordingly. 


J. O. Core, 
Clerk, Privy Council. 


CERTIFICATE OF THE (GOVERNOR-GENERAL. * 


I, Sir John Douglas Sutherland Campbell, commonly called the Marquis of Lorne, 
Governor-General of Canada, do hereby certify that the Act passed by the Legislature 
of Ontario the 11th day of March, 1879 (chapter 19), intituled “An Act respecting the 
Administration of Justice in the Northerly and Westerly parts of Ontario,” was received 
by me on the 26th day of March, 1879. 


Given under my hand and seal this twenty-second day of March, 1880. 


LORNE. 


(Seal. | 


THE SECRETARY OF STATE T0 THE LIEUTENANT-GovERNorR.* 


Orrawa, 22nd March, 1880, 


S1r,—I have the honour to transmit to you herewith, for the information of your 
Government, an Order of His Excellency the Governor-General in Council disallowing 
an Act passed by the Legislature of the Province of Ontario on the 11th day of March, 


1875 (chapter 19), intituled “An Act respecting the Administration of Justice in the 
Northerly and Westerly parts of Ontario.” 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 
J.C. AIKINs, 
Secretary of State. 


His Honour the Lieutenant-Governor of Ontario, 
Toronto. 


* Sess, Papers, Ont., 1881, No. 30, p. 16. 
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THe LInUTENANT-GOVERNOR TO THE SECRETARY OF STats.* 


GOVERNMENT Housse, 
Toronto, 25th March, 1880. 


Sir,—Adverting to your letter of the 22nd March, forwarding an Order of His 
Excellency the Governor-General in Council, disallowing an Act passed by the Legis- 
lature of this Province on the 11th instant, intituled “An Act respecting the Adminis- 
tration of Justice in the Northerly and Westerly parts of Ontario,’ I have the honour 
ee you to forward to me a copy of the Report of the Minister of Justice therein 
alluded to. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


D, A. MacponaLp, 
Lieutenant-Governor. 
The Honourable the Secretary of State (Canada), 
Ottawa. 


THE SECRETARY OF STATE TO THE LIEUTENAN?T-GOVERNOR.t 
Orrawa, 30th March, 1880. 


Srr,—In compliance with the request contained in your despatch of the 25th inst., 
T have the honour to transmit to you herewith a copy of the Report of the Honourable 
the Minister of Justice upon which the Order of His Excellency the Governor-General 
of the 22nd inst., disallowing the Act of the Legislature of the Province of Ontario, 
entitled ‘An Act respecting Administration of Justice in the Northerly and Westerly 
parts of Ontario,” was passed. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


J.C. ATKINS, 
Secretary of State. 


His Honour the Lieutenant-Governor of Ontario. 


Mr. Lyon, Stipenpiary Macistratb, TO THE Deputy ATTORNEY-GENERAL, ONTARIO. t 


aT Portace, April 15th, 1880. 
J. G. Scort, Esq., 
Deputy Attorney-General. 


Srr,—I received your letter of the 5th instant to-day. I received your letter of the 
16th March last by the former mail, but as the carrier returned immediately I had no 
opportunity of answering it ; and further, I considered that any description that I could 
give you of the divisions for Division Court purposes would be of little use without a 
map. I have had one prepared, and herewith enclose it to you. You will see from the 
map the intention is that all who can come conveniently to Rat Portage on Division 
Court business by the Pacific Railway and the waters running into the Lake of the 
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Woods from the north-east, as well as any residents to the west, will belong to the Rat 
Portage Division ; and all those residing south of the railway from the line on the map 
or the waters that flow into Rainy Lake and Rainy River will belong to the Fort Frances 
Division. 

From my knowledge of the country, [ believe it is the best division of the territory 
that can be made. I also have the opinion of Mr. Mather, the Hudson’s Bay Factor, and 
others, who are of the same opinion. 


I am Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


W. D. Lyon. 


Tag ATroRNBY-GHNERAL oF ONTARIO TO THE MINISTER oF JUSTICE WITH RESPECT TO 
INTERIM LEGISLATION.* 


Toronto, April 23rd, 1880. 


Dear S1r,—Since our conversation at Ottawa with reference to the steps to be taken 
for the administration of justice in the disputed territory in the North-West, I have given 
to the matter some further consideration, and as your Government is not yet prepared to 
concede our right to the territory, I have drafted a Bill, which I send herewith, embody- 
ing the provisions which seem to me necessary or desirable for the government of the 
territory in the meantime.t 

The Supreme Court has decided that your Parliament has power to passa prohibi- 
tory liquor law, and I presume it is of Special importance that no intoxicating liquors 
should be sold along the line of the Pacific Railway. Your claim to the territory up to 
the meridian of the confluence of the Ohio and Mississippi implies a claim that the Kee- 
' watin law as to intoxicants extends to that meridian ; but as by the decision of the 
Supreme Court you have power to'make that law or a similar law applicable, whether 
your claim to the territory is well founded or not, I suggest an enactment declaring in 
express terms that the Act, or such modification of it as you may prefer, is to have effect 
whether such territory is within Ontario or Keewatin. 

If you do not consider it advisable that a prohibitory law should be in force go far 
east, then, to avoid clashing, I suggest that Parliament confer on the License Commis- 
sioners of Ontario for Thunder Bay the right to issue licenses in so much of the disputed 
territory as is not to be covered by the prohibition. 

As the jurisdiction in regard to criminal procedure in every part of the Dominion 
belongs to the Dominion Parliament, I suggest as, on the whole, the more convenient 
course with respect to the disputed territory, that, in the territory west of what was 
formerly the provisional boundary, ordinary criminal cases be ‘disposed of according to the 
procedure in force at Keewatin, and in the territory east of the line according to the 
procedure in force in other parts of Ontario. I suggest this as a rule to be acted uponas 
far as practicable without being embodied in a legislative enactment ; authority to be 
given to justices, etc., of Keewatin and of Thunder Bay or Algoma, to act in any part of 
the disputed territory. 

A Bill now before Parliament provides for the committal of criminals to gaol either 
at Prince Arthur’s Landing or at Winnipeg. To provide for cases where the summary 
procedure applicable to Keowatin is not considered sufficient, you might enact that any 
person charged with crime may be tried in either Manitoba or Ontario, and in any county 
or district of either of these Provinces. 

You are aware that a man named Horn is in custody at Prince Arthur’s Landing, 
charged with murder. I do not at present know sufficient of the facts of the case to 
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determine whether it will be more convenient to try him where the murder took place or 
at Prince Arthur’s Landing. If the latter course is decided upon, the trial had better 
be before Commissioners of Oyer and Terminer. The Chief Justice of Manitoba would not 
care to come so far east from Winnipeg in order to try the case. I do not know what 
ordinances have been issued for the administration of justice in Keewatin, but I assume 
that a murder case ought to be tried by a judge. In case you issue a commission for this 
purpose, we would issue a commission to the same Commissioners and in the same terms, 
according to the course taken under preceding Governments, to avoid unnecessary ques- 
tions as to the proper authority for issuing such commissions. 

The Court of Queen’s Bench, in the case of Regina vs. Amer (42 U. C. R., 391), 
decided that the District Judge of Algoma could be commissioned to hold a Court of Oyer 
and ‘Terminer and General Gaol Delivery, but Mr. Justice Cameron was counsel for the 
Amers, and was not satisfied with the judgment ; he might take the same view as a 
judge ; and there is a possibility that the Supreme Court might not decide as our Court 
of Queen’s Bench did. The point taken was, that the Act C. 8. U. C., cap. 11, sec. 2, 
prevented the Crown from issuing a Commission of Oyer and Terminer addressed to any 
one not named in that section, and that as a District Judge is not expressly named, Judge 
McCrae, the District Judge, could not be nominated. As it is not likely that our 
Superior Court judges will go so far west to hold Assizes for some years to come, I sug- 
gest an Act settling this question so far as Parliament has Jurisdiction todoso. Isenda 
short Bill for this purpose. 

In regard to civil matters, to assume or declare that the Keewatin law as to civic 
procedure shall be in force in any part of the disputed territory would put it in the power 
of any suitor to raise the boundary question, as, if our claim of boundary is correct, such 
an enactment would be ultra vires. I think, therefore, that for the determination of 
civil rights, you will find it the convenient and indeed only practicable course, to confirm, 
in reference to the disputed territory, the jurisdiction of our stipendiary magistrate (sec. 
43, Vict. cap. 12, sec. 3), and to provide that matters beyond his jurisdiction shall be 
determined in the District Court of Algoma where the cause of action is within the juris- 
diction of that Court (Jd. sec. 5). Where the matter is beyond the jurisdiction of the 
District Court of Algoma, authority to try in any Superior Court of Ontario, and in any 
county, should be given. 

I presume, since your Government declines to admit our title, you will pay the ex- 
penses of the administration of justice in the disputed territory so long as it is disputed. 


Yours truly, 


O. Mowar. 
The Honourable James McDonald, Minister of Justice, 


Ottawa. 


Drarr Bint, ENCLOSED IN THE LerrER oF THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL OF ONTARIO TO THE 
_ Miyister or Justice, 23rp Apriz, 1880.* | 


[Such of the provisions of this draft Bill as are printed in the ordinary Roman character were adopted 
by the Minister of Justice and incorporated in the Dominion Act, 43 Vic., cap. 36; those provisions which 
are printed in Italics were not so incorporated. The Dominion Act in question will be found at p.400, post. 

E. L.] 


’ DRAFT BILL. 


AN ACT FOR THE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE IN THE TERRITORY IN DISPUTE BETWEEN 
THE GOVERNMENTS OF THE PROVINCE OF ONTARIO AND OF THE DOMINION OF CANADA. 
«4Whereas the territory described in the schedule hereto is claimed by the Govern- 
Anal . . . . ° ° . 
ment of Ontario as being within the said Province ; and whereas such claim is dis- 
puted ; and whereas the Parliament of Canada is desirous of making suitable provision 


{* See the letter, p. 396, ante.—G. EK. L.] 
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for the administration of justice within the said territory until the dispute is deter- 
mined : 

Therefore Her Majesty, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate and 
House of Commons of Canada, enacts as follows :— 

1. All crimes or offences committed in any part of the said territory, may be inquired 
of, tried and punished within any county or district in the Province of Ontario, or the 
Province of Manitoba, or in the District of Keewatin, and such crime or offence shall be 
within the jurisdiction of any court, judge, magistrate, or magistrates, or justice or 
justices, or other functionary having jurisdiction over crimes or offences of the like nature 
committed within the limits of the county or district in which such crime or offence is 
prosecuted ; and such court, judge, magistrate or magistrates, justice or justices, or 
other functionary, shall proceed thereon by way of preliminary investigation, and to 
trial, judgment and execution, or other punishment, for such crime or offence, in the same 
manner as if such crime or offence had been committed within the county or district 
where such trial is had. 

2. Such crime or offence shall be sufficiently laid and charged, whether it is laid 
and charged to have been committed in Ontario or in Keewatin, and any sentence which 
might have been imposed upon the offender, had the offence been committed either in an 
undisputed part of Ontario or in an undisputed part of Keewatin, may be imposed upon 
an offender convicted under this Act. 

3. The two next preceding sections shall apply to any crime or offence heretofore 
committed as well as to every crime or offence hereafter committed in the said territory. 

4, Where any person charged with the commission of any crime or offence within 
the territory above described, is in custody in any gaol within the Province of On- 
tario, or within the Province of Manitoba, charged with the said crime or offence, and it 
is intended that such person shall be tried in a Province other than the Province in a 
gaol of which he is confined, or in a different part of the same Province, then any judge 
of any Superior Court of the Province, in a gaol of which such prisoner is confined, having 
criminal jurisdiction, or any such court, on application by or on behalf of the Minister 
of Justice, or of the Attorney-General of Ontario, or in case the prisoner is in custody 
at Prince Arthuar’s Landing, and it is intended to try him at Sault Ste. Marie, then 
the judge of the District of Algoma, on application as aforesaid, may make an order upon 
the keeper of such gaol to deliver the said prisoner to the person named in such order to 
receive him ; and such person shall, at the time prescribed in such order, convey such 
prisoner to the place at which he is to be tried, there to remain in custody subject to the 
order of the court by which it is intended he shall be tried, or of any other court which 
may have jurisdiction to try him. In case the prisoner is confined in any gaol or lock-up 
in the said disputed territory, any judge of a Superior Court of Ontario or Manitoba 
having criminal jusrisdiction may make the like order. 

5. The judge or court on granting the said order, may, if the judge or court 
thinks fit, direct that unless the prisoner is tried within a time limited in the said order, 
he shall be either discharged from custody on his own recognizance, or on bail, or 
returned forthwith to the said gaol from which he was taken, as the said judge or court 
may consider proper, and the terms of the said order shall be duly obeyed ; provided 
that the judge, or any other judge of the same court, or the court, may, at any time, 
upon application made in that behalf, vary the terms of the said order. 

6. The District Court of the District of Algoma and Diwision Courts heretofore 
established or which may be hereafter established for the District of Thunder Bay, and the 
judges and officers of such courts, and the shereff of the District of Thunder Bay, shall 
have authority and jurisdiction within and over the said territory, in the same manner 
and to the same extent as such court, judges, sheriff, and officers would have authority and 
jurisdiction uithin and over such territory if the right of Ontario thereto was undoubted 
and undisputed ; and the process of the said cowrts may be executed therein. 

7. Causes of action arising within the said territory, but not within the jurisdiction 
of the said District or Division Courts, may be prosecuted and tried in any Superior Court 
of the Province of Ontario, and in any county or district in the said Province, and the pro- 
cess of the said courts may be executed therein. 
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8. In all matters of controversy in the courts mentioned in the two next precediny 
sections, the laws of the Province of Ontario in force in the said District of Thunder Bay 
shall govern. 

9. The seventy-fourth section, headed “ Prohibition of Intowicants,” of the Act passed 
m the thirty-eighth year of Her Majesty's reign, entitled “An Act to amend and consoli- 
date the laws respecting the North-West Territories,” shall, with the substitution of * the 
Lneutenant-Governor of Ontario,” for “ the Lieutenant-Governor of the said territories or of 
the Lieutenant-Governor of Manitoba, wnder regulations to be from time to time made by 
the Governor in Council,” where such words oceur in the said section, as amended by the Act 
passed wn the thirty-ninth year of Her Majesty's reign, and chaptered twenty-two, apply to 
and be wm force in all that portion of the said territory hereinbefore described lying west of 


(In case preceding section does not apply to all the territory mentioned in the schedule, add the 
following :—) 


10. The provisions of the Revised Statute of Ontario, entitled “An Act respecting 
the sale of Fermented or Spirituous Laquors” shall, so far as the same are in force in the 


District of Thunder Bay, be in force in that part of the territory hereinbefore described lying 
east of 


as if such provisions were re-enacted herein with respect to such territory ; and the License 
Commissioners appointed by the Lieutenant-Governor of Ontario Sor the District of Thun- 
der Bay, or for any part thereof, shall have authority to issue licenses having force in the 
said last described territory. 

11. Avery stipendiary magistrate and justice of’ the peace heretofore or hereafter 
appointed by the Lieutenant-Governor of Ontario, having authority within the District of 
Thunder Bay, shall have the like authority within the said territory for the enforcement of 
laws in force therein, in respect of which a stipendiary magistrate or justice of the peace 
has jurisdiction, as he possesses within the said District of Thunder Lay for the enforce- 
ment of laws in force in the said district ; and every stipendiary magistrate or justice of the 
peace having authority within the District of Keewatin shall have the like authority within 
the sard territory for the enforcement of laws in force therein, in respect of which a stependiary 
magistrate or justice of the peace has jurisdiction, as he possesses within the said District 
of Keewatin for the enforcement of laws in force in the said district. 


SCHEDULE. 


All that territory west of the meridian of the confluence of the Ohio and Mississippi, 
and described as follows, that is to say : Commencing where the Albany River is inter- 
sected by the said meridian ; thence up the middle of said Albany River, and of the lakes 
thereon, to the source of the said Albany River at the head of Lake St. Joseph ; thence 
by the nearest line to the easterly end of Lac Seul, being the head waters of the English 
River ; thence westerly, through the middle of Lac Seul and the said English River, to a 
point where the same will be intersected by a true meridional line drawn northerly from 
the international monument placed to mark the most north-westerly angle of the Lake 
of the Woods, by the recent Boundary Commission between Great Britain and the 
United States; and thence due south, following the said meridional line to the said inter- 
national monument ; thence southerly and easterly, following upon the international 
boundary line between the British possessions and the United States of America, into 
Lake Superior ; but if a true meridional line drawn northerly from the said international 
boundary at the said most north-westerly angle of the Lake of the Woods is found to 
pass to the west of where the English River empties into the Winnipeg River, then 
and in such case the boundary line of the territory claimed by Ontario continues down 
the middle of the said English River to where the same empties into the Winnipeg 
River, and continues thence on a line drawn due west from the confluence of the said 
English River with the said. Winnipeg River until the same intersects the meridian 
above described ; and thence due south, following the said meridional line to the said in- 
ternational monument ; thence southerly and easterly, following upon the international 
boundary line between the British possessions and the United States of America, into 
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Lake Superior ; and thence, in either case, through Lake Superior, along the international 
boundary line, to the said line drawn due north from the confluence of the said Rivers 
Mississippi and Ohio; and thence along the said due north line to the place of beginning. 


Aw ACT RESPECTING THE ADMINISTRATION OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE IN THE TERRITORY IN 
DISPUTE BETWEEN THE GOVERNMENTS OF THE PROVINCE OF ONTARIO AND OF THE 
DoMINION OF CANADA.* 


Whereas certain territory on the western and northern boundary of Ontario is 
claimed by the Government of Ontario as being within the said Provinec, and whereas 
such claim is disputed; and whereas the Parliament of Canada is desirous of making 
suitable provision for the administration of criminal justice within the said territory 
until the dispute is determined ; 

Therefore Her Majesty, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate and 
House of Commons of Canada, enacts as follows :— 

1. Every crime or offence committed in any part of the said territory may be inquired 
of, tried and punished within any county or district in the Province of Ontario or the 
Province of Manitoba, or in the District of Keewatin, and such crime or offence shall be 
within the jurisdiction of any court, judge, magistrate or magistrates, or justice or justices 
of the peace, or other functionary having jurisdiction over crimes or offences of the like 
nature comimitted within the limits of the county or district in which such crime or 
offence is prosecuted ; and such court, judge, magistrate or magistrates, justice or justices, 
or other functionacy, shall proceed thereon by way of preliminary investigation, and to 
trial, judgment and execution, or other punishment, for such crime or offence, in the 
sane manner as if such crime or offence had been committed within the county or district 
where such trial is had. 

2. Such crime or offence shall be sufficiently laid and charged, whether it is laid and 
charged to have been committed in Ontario or in the District of Keewatin, and any 
sentence which might have been imposed upon the offender had the offence been com- 
mitted either in an undisputed part of Ontario or in an undisputed part of Keewatin, 
may be imposed upon an offender convicted under this Act. 

3. The next preceding two sections shall apply to any crime or offence heretofore 
committed, as well as to every crime or offence hereafter committed, in the said territory. 

4, Where any person charged with the commission of any crime or offence within 
the territory above described is in custody in any gaol within the Province of Ontario, or 
within the Province of Manitoba, charged with the said crime or offence, and it is 
intended that such person shall be tried in a province other than the province in a gaol 
of which he is confined, or in a different part of the same province, then any judge of any 
Superior Court of the province in a gaol of which such prisoner is confined, having criminal 
jurisdiction, or any such court, on application by or on behalf of the Minister of Justice 
of Canada, or of the Attorney-General of Ontario, or in case the prisoner is in custody at 
Prince Arthur’s Landing and it is intended to try him at Sault Ste. Marie, then the judge 
of the District of Algoma, on application as aforesaid, may make an order upon the 
keeper of such gaol to deliver the said prisoner to the person named in such order to 
receive him; and such person shall, at the time prescribed in such order, convey such 
prisoner to the place at which he is to be tried there to remain in custody, subject to the 
order of the court by which it is intended he shall be tried, or of any other court which 
may have jurisdiction to try him. In case the prisoner is confined in any gaol or lock-up 
in the said disputed territory, any judge of a Superior Court of Ontario or Manitoba 
having criminal jurisdiction may make the like order. 

The judge or court, on granting the said order may, if the judge or court thinks fit, 
direct that unless the prisoner is tried within a time limited in the said order, he shall be 


# Stats. Can., 43 Vic., cap. 36. Assented to 7th May, 1880, 
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either discharged from custody on his own recognizance or on bail, or returned forthwith 
to the gaol from which he was taken, as the said judge or court may consider proper, and 
the terms of the said order shall be duly obeyed ; provided that the judge, or any other 
judge of the same court, or the court, may, at any time, upon application made in that 
behalf, vary the terms of the said order. : 

6. The provisions of this Act are merely cumulative to the law as it now stands. 

7. Whenever, under any law of Canada, any judge, stipendiary magistrate, justice 
of the peace or other functionary is authorized to commit to a common gaol, house of 
correction or lock-up house, or to the custody of the North-West Mounted Police, any 
person convicted before him of an offence committed in any part of the North-West 
Territories, or of the District of Keewatin, or in any part of the gaid disputed territory, 
then if there be no proper place of confinement for or within the locality in which the 
conviction is had or the offence was committed, or if for any reason it would, in his 
opinion, be more convenient or less expensive so to do, the said Judge, stipendiary 
magistrate, justice of the peace or other functionary may commit such person to the gaol 
at Winnipeg, or to the gaol at Prince Arthur’s Landing, whichever may, in his opinion, 
be nearest to or most conveniently accessible from the place of conviction. 

8. Whenever any person is committed to gaol under the preceding section, any 
constable or other person, in whose charge such person is to be conveyed to the place of 
imprisonment, shall have the same power to hold and convey such person and to re-take 
him in case of an escape, and otherwise deal with such person as if he had been committed 
to such gaol by some court or authority competent (independently of the said section) to 
so commit him. 

_ 9. It shall not be necessary in any warrant of commitment under this Act, or in any 
conviction or sentence upon which such warrant is issued, that any reason should be 
stated which renders it more convenient or less expensive, or that it should be stated 
that, in the opinion of the convicting judge, stipendiary magistrate, justice of the peace: 
or other functionary, it is more convenient or less expensive that the offender should be 
committed to the gaol mentioned in the warrant, or that such gaol is in his opinion nearer 
to or more conveniently accessible from the place of conviction. 

10. The Governor in Council may, from time to time, make arrangements with the 
Governments of Ontario and Manitoba, respectively, for the payment of such sums as 
may be agreed upon for the confinement in the said gaols at Prince Arthur’s Landing and. 
Winnipeg, respectively, of such persons as may have been committed to either of such 
gaols for offences not committed within the Province in which such gaol is situate. 

11. This Act shall remain in force until the end of the next Session of Parliament. 
and no longer. 


PETITION FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A DIVISION Court at Rat Porracn.* 


To His Honour the Lieutenant-Governor of the Province of Ontario, in Council assembled « 


The petition of the undersigned merchants and business men of Rat Portage, and 
other places on the line of the Canada Pacific Railway, humbly showeth : 


That, owing to the fact of there being no Court of Civil Jurisdiction as yet estab- 
lished here, we are put to great inconvenience and loss for want of the necessary facilities 
to enforce payment of our outstanding debts. The loss and inconvenience complained of 
will be very much increased as portions of the works on the railway are finished and the: 
sub-contractors, traders, and labourers begin to move from place to place, and many of 
them leave the works and the district carrying their effects with them. At present we: 
have no power to detain their goods and enforce payment.of our lawful claims. 

A great number of business transactions take place here, and a large majority of 
them come within the jurisdiction of the Division Court. We therefore most earnestly 


* Sess. Papers, Ont., 1882, No. 23. 
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impress upon you the urgent necessity of establishing a Division Court here at as early 
a date as possible. 
And your petitioners as in duty bound will ever pray. 


Tnomas Hanson, M.D., JOHN OMAN, 

E. M. Ripeovt, M. McKenzir, 
Ricuarp M. Park, ALEX. MATHESON, 
OwEN CARSON, W. Laurens, 

W. 8S. WILLson, A. Laurens, 

Gro. D. NortTHGRAvEs, Witu1AM Donorrs, 
Wiuitam McKinnon & Bro., WiiiaM R. Smita, 
BAKER & Co., Jacos Hoss, 

D. L. Matuer, JAMES GILLIs, 

N. Boyp, WALTER OLIVER, 
J. B. CampBeE.t, FRANK GARDNER, 
P. Doyus, Jno. A. Lock, 

D. J. McDovueatt, Otis B. Davipson, 
JAMES FITZGERALD, Wm. Gormy. 


ORDER IN COUNCIL, APPROVED BY THE LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR, THE 28TH DAY OF. 
May, 1880.* 


Upon the recommendation of the Honourable Mr. Crooks, Acting Attorney- 
General, the Committee of Council advise that all that part of the Territorial District of 
Thunder Bay west of the meridian of the most easterly point of Hunter’s Island 
(formerly known as the provisional boundary line) be divided into two Division Court 
divisions ; that the first of such divisions be composed of the territory lying to the north 
of the south-easterly shore of the Lake of the Woods and a line drawn in a north- 
easterly direction from Rapid Portage to the north end of Lake Manitou; thence in an 
easterly direction to the south end of the lake known as the Lake where the River 
Bends ; thence in an easterly direction to a point where the said meridian of the most 
easterly point of Hunter’s Island intersects the Canadian Pacific Railway, at the south- 
west angle of Hawk Lake ; and that a Division Court be held therefor, to be styled the 
Third Division Court of the District of Thunder Bay. 
éThat the other of the said divisions be composed of all the territory lying south 
and east of the Lake of the Woods and of the said line; and that a Division Court be 
held therefor, to be styled the Fourth Division Court of the District of Thunder Bay. 


J. G. Scor, 
Clerk Executive Council, Ontario. 


IMPERIAL ORDER IN COUNCIL, DATED 3lst Juxty, 1880.+ 


AT THE Court AT OsBorne House, IstE or WIGHT, 
the 31st day of July, 1880. 
Present « 
The Queen’s Most Excellent Majesty, 
Lord President, 
Lord Steward, 
Lord Chamberlain. 


Whereas it is expedient that all British territories and possessions in North 
America, and the islands adjacent to such territories and possessions, which are not 


* Sess. Papers, Ont., 1882, No. 23. 
+ Prefix to Dom. Stats., 1880-1, p. ix. 
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“already included in the Dominion of Canada, should (with the exception of the colony 
of Newfoundland and its dependencies) be annexed to and form part of the said 
Dominion ;- 

And whereas the Senate and Commons of Canada in Parliament assembled, have 
in and by an address, dated the 3rd day of May, 1878, represented to Her Majesty 
“That it is desirable that the Parliament of Canada, on the transfer of the beforemen- 
tioned territories being completed, should have authority to legislate for their future 
welfare and good government, and the power to make all needful rules and regulations 
respecting them, the same as in the case of the other territories (of the Dominion); and 
that the Parliament of Canada expressed its willingness to assume the duties and obliga- 
tions consequent thereon ;” 

And whereas Her Majesty is graciously pleased to accede to the desire expressed in 
and by the said address. 

Now, therefore, it is hereby ordered and declared by Her Majesty, by and with the 
advice of her most Honourable Privy Council, as follows :— 

From and after the first day of September, 1880, all British territories and posses- 
sions in North America, not already included within the Dominion of Canada, and all 
islands adjacent to any of such territories or possessions, shall (with the exception of the 
colony of Newfoundland and its dependencies) become, and be annexed to, and form part 

_.of the said Dominion of Canada, and become and be subject to the laws for the time 

being in force in the said Dominion, in so far as such laws may be applicable thereto. 


C. L. Pret. 


_ Extract rrom THE Speecu or His Honour tue Linurenant-Goveryor or Ontario, 
ON THE OPENING oF THE LecistaTurE, 13TH January, 1881.* 


It is much to be regretted that the Dominion Government have taken no step to 
obtain, and have hitherto shown no intention of seeking to obtain, from the Parliament 
of Canada, legislation confirming the award determining the northerly and westerly 
_ boundaries of Ontario, made two years ago by three most distinguished arbitrators chosen 
by the two Governments, and who had before them all the evidence obtainable from the 
most diligent researches both in America and Europe, or brought to light during the 
many discussions bearing on the subject that have taken place during the past century. 
_ The result of the inaction of the Dominion Government in this respect is to defer the 
settlement and organization of a large extent of country; to deprive the inhabitants of 
that district of those safeguards of peace and order which they, in common with all 
others, are entitled to enjoy ; and to withhold from the people of Ontario the benefits 
which the possession of that territory would afford. 


THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL OF ONTARIO TO THE MINISTER OF JUSTICE, WITH RESPECT TO 
InTERIM LEGISLATION. t 


Toronto, 
Ist February, 1881. 


Dear Sir,—I hope that the present session of the Dominion Parliament will not 
be allowed to come to an end without the necessary Act being passed adopting and con- 
firming the Boundary Award. If, however, we are again to be disappointed, some addi- 
tional legislation is absolutely required to mitigate the serious evils consequent upon the 
unhappy position in which the territory in question is placed. No magistrate or Justice 
of the peace acting in the disputed territory can feel any assurance that his jurisdiction 
will not be disputed, and his officers set at defiance or sued in trespass ; and the doubts 


* Journals, Leg. Ass., 1881, Vol. 14, p. 2. 
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which the inhabitants must have as to their position, in view of the delay of the Dominion 
Parliament to confirm the award, necessarily paralyzes the administration of justice in 
this territory. r 

Your Act of last session (43 Vict. cap. 36) does not declare what law will govern in 
the case of civil rights, and makes no provision for the trial of civil matters; nor does 
it set at rest the very important question as to whether the license law of Ontario or 
the prohibitory law of Keewatin governs in this territory. In my letter of 23rd April 
last, I suggested that Parliament should be requested to make some provision in respect 
of these matters ; and I also suggested that authority should be given alike to the justices 
of the peace of Keewatin and Thunder Bay and Algoma to act in any part of the disputed 
territory ; and that the jurisdiction of the District Court of the District of Algoma, and 
of the Division Courts established for Thunder Bay, and the judges and officers of such 
courts, including the Sheriff of Thunder Bay, should have authority and jurisdiction 
within this territory. The draft Bill which I submitted last session, under the hope 
that you would introduce it into Parliament, dealt with these matters; the sections 
relating to them were not in the Bill which you introduced ; they seem to me far more 
important for the due administration of justice than those which the Bill did include ; 
and indeed the latter, to be operative to any great extent, required the aid of some of 
the omitted provisions. I do not see what valid objection can be urged against the intro- 
duction of these provisions. The fact of reciprocal rights being given to the officers of 
Keewatin and of Ontario would clearly show that you were not by this legislation 
admitting the right of Ontario. 

On account of the omission of the provision giving to the Sheriff of Thunder Bay 
authority in this territory, it was found necessary, at very heavy expense, to bring the 
prisoner Horn, who was accused of murder, down to Sault Ste. Marie for trial. 

I send you a copy of the clauses in the draft Bill to which I refer above. You are 
doubtless bearing in mind that the Act of last session expires by limitation upon the 
rising of Parliament. 

I also send herewith for your consideration a new draft Bill* embodying the omitted 
provisions, and containing some further words which, to prevent possible misapprehension 
on the part of anybody, you may perhaps think it useful to employ. 

I trust also that authority will be given to the Ontario Government to deal with 
the land and timber in the disputed territory, subject to our accounting therefor in case 
our right to the territory should not be maintained. Though the Parliament of Canada 
has not yet recognized the award, the award certainly gives to us meantime such a prima 
facie interest as makes it most reasonable that we should have the necessary means of 
giving titles to the settlers within the territory, so long as what you deem the possible 
rights of the Dominion are duly protected in the manner proposed. 

I remain, etc., 


The Honourable James McDonald, O. Mowat. 
Minister of Justice, Ottawa. 


DraFrt BILL ENCLOSED IN THE FOREGOING LETTER OF THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL OF 
OnTARIO TO THE MINISTER oF JusTICE, Ist FEBRUARY, 1881. 
DRAFT BILL. 


[This proposed Bill was not passed by the Parliament of Canada.—G. E. L.] 


AN ACT TO MAKE FURTHER PROVISION RESPECTING THE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE IN 
THE TERRITORY IN DISPUTE BETWEEN THE GOVERNMENTS OF CANADA AND OF ONTARIO. 


Whereas it is expedient to make further provision for the due administration of 
justice within the territory in dispute between the Dominiqn of Canada and the Province 
of Ontario until the dispute is determined ; 


* [Being the next succeeding document,—G. E. L.] 
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Therefore Her Majesty, by and with the advice of the Senate and the House of 
Commons of Canada, enacts as follows :-— 

1. Nothing in this Act shall be construed ag admitting, by implication or otherwise, 
the right of the Province of Ontario to the territory so in dispute, or any part thereof. 
And this Act may be repealed or amended by any Act passed during the present or any 
future session of the Parliament of Canada. 

2. The eleventh section of the Act passed in the forty-third year of Her Majesty’s 
reign, chaptered thirty-six, and intituled “An Act respecting the Administration of 
Criminal Justice in the Territory in dispute between the Governments of the Province of 
Ontario and of the Dominion of Canada,” is hereby repealed. 

3. Pending the said dispute, and until the same is decided, and a proclamation is 
issued by his Excellency the Governor-General declaring such dispute to be at an end, 
and this Act no longer in force, or until this Act is repealed, the District Court 
of the District of Algoma, and the Division Courts heretofore established or. which may 
be hereafter established for the District of Thunder Bay, and the judges and officers of such 
courts, and the Sheriff of the District of Thunder Bay, shall have authority and jurisdic- 
tion within and over the said territory in the same manner and to the same extent as 
such courts, judges, sheriff and officers would have authority and jurisdiction within and 
over such territory if the right of Ontario thereto was undoubted and undisputed ; and 
the process of the said courts may be executed therein. 

4. Pending the said dispute as aforesaid, or until this Act is repealed, causes of 
action arising within the said territory, but not within the jurisdiction of the said 
District or Division Courts, may be prosecuted and tried in any Superior Court of the 
Province of Ontario, and in any county or district in the said Province, and the process 
of the said courts may be executed within the said territory. 

5. Pending the said dispute as aforesaid, or until this Act is repealed, the laws of 
the Province of Ontario in force in the said District of Thunder Bay shall govern in all 
matters of controversy in the courts mentioned in the next preceding two sections. 

6. Pending the said dispute as aforesaid, or until this Act is repealed, the seventy- 
fourth section, headed “ Prohibition of Intoxicants,” of the Act passed in the thirty- 
eighth year of Her Majesty’s reign, entitled “An Act to amend and consolidate the 
laws respecting the North-West Territories,” shall, with the substitution of “the Lieuten- 
ant-Governor of Ontario” for ‘the Lieutenant-Governor of the said territories,” where 
such words occur in the said section, apply to and be in force in all that portion of the 
said territory lying west of 

A line drawn due north and south through the most easterly point of Hunter’s Island, 
being the line formerly known as the Provisional Westerly Boundary Line of Ontario, 


OR, 

A lene drawn due north from the confluence of the Rivers Mississippi and Ohio, 
OR, 

Such other line as it may be thought proper to adopt. 


If the line adopted does not prohibit the sale of intoxicants throughout all the disputed 
territory, then provision should be made for the isswe of licenses to sell liquors, as in neat 
section. If the prohibition is extended to the entire disputed territory, this section will, 
of course, be omitted. 

7. Pending the said dispute as aforesaid, or until this Act is repealed, the provisions 
of the Revised Statutes of Ontario, entitled “An Act respecting the sale of Fermented or 
Spirituous Liquors,” shall, so far as the same are in force in the District of Thunder Bay, 
be in force in that part of the territory hereinbefore described, lying west of 


[Insert here the line adopted above. ] 


as if such provisions were re-enacted herein with respect to such territory ;. and the 
License Commissioners appointed by the Lieutenant-Governor of Ontario for the District 
of Thunder Bay, or for any part thereof, shall have authority to issue licenses having 
force in the said last described territory. 
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8. Pending the said dispute as aforesaid, or until this Act is repealed, every 
stipendiary magistrate or justice of the peace having authority within the District of 
Keewatin shall have the like authority within the said territory for the enforcement of 
laws in force therein, as he possesses within the said District of Keewatin for the enforce- 
ment of laws in force in the said district ; and every stipendiary magistrate and justice 
of the peace heretofore or hereafter appointed by the Lieutenant-Governor of Ontario, 
having authority within the District of Thunder Bay, shall have the like authority 
within the said territory for the enforcement of laws in force therein, as he possesses. 
within the said District of Thunder Bay for the enforcement of laws in force in the said 
district. ; 


——__ 


THe MINISTER OF JUSTICE TO THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL OF ONTARIO.* 


OTTAWA, 
7th February, 1881. 
The Honourable O. Mowat, 


Attorney-General, Toronto. 


Dzar Sir,—I am in receipt of your ‘letter of 5th instant, enclosing copy of a Bill to 
make further provision respecting the administration of justice in the territory in dispute 
between the Governments of Canada and of Ontario, which shall receive my best consi- 
deration. 

Yours truly, 
Jas. McDonatp. 


—_—_—_——— 


RESOLUTIONS OF THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF ONTARIO, PASSED ON THE 3RD 
Marcu, 1881.+ 


Kesolved,—That this House deeply regrets that notwithstanding the unanimous 
award made on the 8rd August, 1878, by the Arbitrators appointed by the joint and con- 
_ current action of the Government of Canada and the Government of Ontario to deter- 
mine the northerly and westerly boundaries of this Province, no...legislation hag..been — 
_ submitted by the Government of Canada to the Domiuion Parliament for the purpose 

of confirming that award, nor has the yalidity of the award yet been recognized by the 
- Government of Canada. 

fiesolved,—That the omission.of the Government and Parliament-of Canada to con- 
firm the award is attended with..grave inconvenience, has the effect. of retarding settle- 
ment and municipal organization, embarrasses the administration of the laws, and inter: 
feres with the preservation,of the peace, the maintenance of order, and the establishment 
of good government in the northerly and north-westérly parts of the Province of Ontario. 

Resolved, —That it is the duty of the Government of Ontario to assert.and maintain 
the just claims and rights of the Province of Ontario as determined by the award of 
the Arbitrators ; and this House hereby re-affirms its determination to give its cordial 
support to the Government of Ontario in any steps it may be necessary to take to suse 
tain the award, and to assert and maintain the just claims and rights of the Province 
as thereby declared and determined. 

The resolutions were carried on the following division :— 

Yras—Messieurs Appleby, Awrey, Baker, Badgerow, Ballantyne, Baxter, Bell, 
Bishop, Blezard, Bonfield, Boulter, Broder, Caldwell, Calvin, Cascaden, Chisholm, Cook, 
Creighton, Crooks, Deroche, Dryden, Ferris, Field, Fraser, Freeman, French, Gibson 
(Huron), Gibson (Hamilton), Graham, Hardy, Hawley, Hay, Hunter, J elly, Kerr, Laid- 
law, Lauder, Lees, Livingston, Long, Lyon, MeCraney, McKim, McLaughlin, McMahon, 


f 


* Sess. Papers, Ont., 1882, No. 23. 
+ Journals Leg. Ass., 1881, Vol. 14, p. 151. 
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M ith, Merrick, Metcalfe, Monk, Morgan, Morris, Mowat, Nairn, Near, Neelon, 
Pardee, Parkhill, Paxton, Peck, Robinson (Cardwell), Robinson (Kent), Robertson, 


(Halton), Rosevear, Sinclair; Springer, Striker, Tooley, Waters, Watterworth, Wells, 
White, Widdifield, Wigle, Wood, Young—765. 
Nay—Mr. Baskerville—1. 


Act or THE LecistaATuRE or Mayrrosa To Proyipe ror THE EXTENSION OF THE 
BounDARIES OF THAT PRoviNce.* 


(Extract. ) 


Whereas by chapter twenty-eight of the Acts of the Parliament of the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland, passed in the session held in the thirty-fourth 
and thirty-fifth years of Her Majesty’s reign, intituled “An Act respecting the establish- 
ment of Provinces in the Dominion of Canada,” it is enacted that “the Parliament of 
Canada may from time to time, with the consent of the Legislature of any Province of 
the said Dominion, increase, diminish, or otherwise alter the limits of such Province, upon 
such terms and conditions as may be agreed to by the said Legislature, and may, with 
the like consent, make provision respecting the effect and operation of any such iucrease 
or diminution or alteration of territory in relation to the Province affected thereby ;”’ 

And whereas it is expedient and desireable that the boundaries of the Province of 
Manitoba should be increased on terms and conditions of a just character ; 

Therefore the Legislative Assembly of Manitoba enacts as follows : 

1. The Legislative Assembly of Manitoba consents that the Parliament of Canada 
may increase or otherwise alter the limits of the Province of Manitoba upon the terms 
and conditions set out in this Act, and may make provisions respecting the effect and 
operation of any such increase or alteration of territory; the increase or alteration of 
‘the limits of the Province tc. be so that the boundaries thereof shall be as follows: com- 
mencing at the the intersection of the International boundary dividing Canada from the 
United States of America, by the centre line of the road allowance between the twenty- 
ninth and thirtieth ranges of townships lying west of the first principal meridian in the 
system of Dominion land surveys ; thence northerly following upon the said centre line of 
the said road allowance, asthe same is or may hereafter be located, defining the said range 
line on the ground across townships one to forty-six,; both inclusive, to the intersection 
of the said centre line of the said road allowance by the centre line of the road allow- 
ance on the twelfth base line in the said system of Dominion land surveys ; thence east- 
erly along the said centre line of the road allowance. on the twelfth base line, following 
the same to its intersection by the easterly limit of the District of Keewatin, as defined 
by the Act 39 Victoria, chaper 21, that is to say, toa point where the said centre line of 
the road allowance on the twelfth base line would be intersected by a line drawn due 
north from where the westerly boundary of the Province of Ontario intersects the afore- 
said international boundary line dividing Canada from the United States of America ; 
thence due south, following upon the said line to the international boundary aforesaid, 
and thence westerly, following upon the said International boundary line dividing Can- 
ada from the United States of America, to the place of beginning.”’ 


THe LigUTENANT-GOVERNOR TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE. f 


Toronto, March 4th, 1881. 


Si1r,—I have the honour herewith to transmit a copy of the Resolutions adopted 
yesterday by the Legislature of this Province with regard to the delay, on the part of 


* Man. Stat., 44 Vic., Cap. 1. Assented to 4th March, 1881. 


+ [In the Dominion Act, 44 Vic., cap. 14, providing for the extension of the boundaries of Manitoba, this 
line is described as being drawn ‘‘ across townships one to forty-four.” See the Act, post, p, 412.—G.E.L. ] 
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the Government of Canada, in giving effect to the Award of the Arbitrators appointed 
to determine the northerly and westerly boundaries of Ontario. For the Resolutions 
seventy-five members voted Yea, while but one voted Nay. In view of the interests 
concerned, and of the unanimity of the Legislature now for the second time recorded, my 
Government express the hope that the present Session of the Dominion Parliament will 
not be permitted to close without the legislation confirming the said Award. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 
J oHuN Brvertey Rosrysoy, 


Lreuienant-Governor of Ontario. 
The Honourable the Secretary of Siate, 


Ottawa. 


THE SECRETARY OF STATE TO THE LIEUTENANT-GOvVERNOR.* 


OrTawa, 7th March, 1881. 


Str,—I am directed to acknowledge the receipt of your despatch of the 4th inst. 
enclosing a copy of the Resolution adopted on the 3rd inst. by the Legislature of the 
Province of Ontario, with regard to the delay in giving effect to the Award of the 
Arbitrators appointed to determine the northerly and westerly boundaries of Oniario, 
and expressing the hope of your Government that the said Award may be confirmed 
during the present Session of the Dominion Parliament. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


Epovarp J. Lancxvix, 
Under-Secretary of State. 
His Honour the Lieutenant-Governor of Ontario, 
Toronto. 


—__—___ 


Tae LigvTENaNtT-GOvERNOR TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE, WITH RESPECT TO THE Bint 
FOR EXTENDING THE BouNDARIES OF Manrropa.t 


Toroyto, 15th March, 1881. 


Sim,—My Government have had their attention called to a Bill introduced into the 
Dominion Parliament by the Government of Canada, providing for the extension of the 
boundaries of the Province of Manitoba. The terms of this Bill, so far as regards the 
proposed easterly limit of that Province, my Government regard with the greatest 
concern, and consider as in the highest degree objectionable. So far as the territory to 
be comprised within the limits of the Province of Manitoba is clearly and indisputably 
within the jurisdiction of the Parliament of Canada, my Government rejoice at the 
extension of that Province, as affording a wider scope for the energies of its people and 
Government, and as giving to a large number of settlers in Keewatin and the North- 
West Territories the direct benefits of Provincial and Municipal government. 

But while the extension of the boundaries in directions as to which there is no 
dispute is a matter of congratulation, th2 terms in which the new eastern boundary of 
the Province is described in the Bill appear to my Government to call for an earnest 
and vigorous protest on behalf of the Province of Ontario. 
Se Bh egg rots oe 

* Sess. Papers, Ont., 1882, No. 24. 1 
+ Sess. Papers, Ont., 1882, No. 23. 
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Accorimg to the provisions of the Bal. the eastern boundary of Manitoba ix t be 
the western boundary of the Provines of Oniaric, wherever that beandary may horeafion 
be determined to be, thowsh a very larze part of ca sertiecry in thas divection ix still 
dispute om the pari of the Government 2: Ott notwithstanding that more than 
two years af0 % was found and declared w be cars by the umanimous award of three 

gensiemen masrally chosen wo determine + the question 

My Government desire io call the atienti stom of the Government of the Dominican 
ence morse—i1) to the great and obvioms insars jetaciomed +o the iInferests of Oniarme br 
the refusal or delay of the Dominion Government i recnexize and comirm that award- 
(2) to the meonvemtence and embarrassment im am administrative sense. incidental to 
the delay: and (3) to the facts that, whilst the Government of the Dominion have failed 
fe procars or propose the Iecislation mececcars w the comfrmaiion of the award. and 
treated the richt= of Ontario to the boundaries demi by ihe Arittraiors as heme 
sell open to question. they have mot been pleased up to this moment io enter into anv 
discussion of the subycet with this Goveremers or ever io male any odieial communica 
fion of the srounds om which a reeceniiion of the award. by which the matter im question 
Was intended and supposed io be sctiled. has beem Geclmed or d delayed: amd thai the 
anly answer which bas been hitherto Zive= 30 the repeated representations mads om this 
creep eal cumamicatons would receive com romaniersizom. 

rou may Goverameni car only regard this new step. of 
Hitherto the assent of the Dominion of Cazada io a settioment of the question hes 
een necessary for thai perpose. and would be salir. he Dominion has no coms 
fuitemal interest in withholdime thai assent and the people of Omiario have a wore m is 
eouneils. Bat, by the measure which bas received its rst readimz im the House of 
Commons, it is proposed fo zive to ancther Provines s new. direet. and strome imierest 
@dverse io thai of the Province of Ontario, amd wo invite Manitoba as 2 comticucas 
Province, with a growing and active popalation. to claim jurisdiction over every portion 
of the territory io which the Dominion of Canada has thought 5: to question the rieht 
af Ontario. 

The proposed measare world also make the comsent of the Province of Maritoba as 
well as the Government a1 Owsawa te be hereafter essential to amy setilement._ or even fo 
amy step towards a seitiement. of the existing comiroversy; and would place that 
Province im such a position with reference to the territory as may make almost. # not 

@Uite, Impossible an amicable seitlemeni of the question. @& any settlement founded an 
ssp siege rcererryeplier poral: Acme ros 
oom er Provinees which. throuch their represemiaiives, were pariies fo the 


Serious amd most vexatious difeulties cammct fai fo arise from the conffictine 
iterpretation of their tighis i= the prem Premises by any of the three authorities chiming 
Jemsdietion withm an extended area os teztiory, where & is of the uimost mmportance 
f@ peace and vod onicr thai the power of the hw should be paramount and beyond 
question. Im this view, it has been revesiedly. and hitherto indy. urzed that if cur 
laghé to the territory is not acimowledzed. a provisions! arramcemeni should be made, 
Wh the sanction of Parliament. im recard to the Law which is fo regulate the rights and” 
eblicaiions of the inhabitants with respect to ervil richis and property. amd lindred 
Matters. until the question in dispute should be settied. 

Im short, my Government Ieok upon the proposed measure as calculated fo 
Seeravate all existine diffecliies. and fe prove most prefadicial tw the harmony and 
aceord which should prevail between ihe Provinces of the Dominion 

Under all the creumstanees, my Government desire respectiully ie urge thai, m 
fair dealing with the Province which they represent. the measure in progress should 
@efine the easterly boundary of the Province of Manitoba. so as not for the present fo 
extend in an easterly direction beyond the boundary of Ontario as deiermined by the 
Arbitrators: leaving the further extension of Maniteba eastward to be provided for by 
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future legislation, should any competent authority decide that Ontario is entitled to less 
territory than by the award is declared to belong to this Province. 
The resolutions of the Legislative Assembly, passed in the session of 1880, and 
the resolutions passed in the session which has just terminated, and which received 
the unanimous support, with an individual exception, of the whole House, were sufficient 
. to show that if the measure should be passed in its present form it would be deemed by 
almost the whole people of Ontario as a violation of the rights of the Province, and as 
an act of gross injustice towards it. E j 
The Ontario Government trust that, in view of the representations made, the 
Government of Canada may even yet see fit so to modify the measure before Parliament 
as to deprive it of its objectionable features, while still conceding all necessary advan- 
tages to the Province of Manitoba, in whose rapid progress and development this 
Province, as a portion of the Dominion, feel profound satisfaction. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


J. B. Rozrnson, 
To the Honourable the Secretary of State, 


Ottawa. 


THe UNnpeER-SECRETARY OF STATE TO THE LIEUTENANT-GovERNOR.* 


Orrawa, 16th March, 1881. 


_ Srr,—I am directed to acknowledge the receipt of your despatch of the 15th 
_ Instant, on the subject of the Bill introduced into the Dominion Parliament providing 
_ for the extension of the boundaries of the Province of Manitoba. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 


Your obedient servant, 


Epovarp J. LAnGevin, 


‘ Under-Secretary of State. 
His Honour the Lieutenant-Governor of Ontario, 


Toronto. 


AMENDMENTS To THE Bint To PROVIDE FOR THE EXTENSION OF THE BouNDARIES OF 
THE Province or Manrropa (44 Vic., cap. 14), MoveD In THE House oF Com- 
Mons, Orrawa, 18TH Marcu, 1881.+ 


Sir John A. Macdonald moved, seconded by Mr. Langevin, and the Question being 
proposed, That the Bill be now read the third time . 

Mr. Mills moved, in amendment, seconded by Sir Richard J. Cartwright, That all 
the words after “now ” to the end of the Question, be left out, and the words ‘“recom- 
mitted to a Committee of the Whole House, with instructions that they have power to so 
amend the same as to provide that pending the final settlement of the western boundary 
of Ontario, the eastern boundary of Manitoba be not extended eastward of the limit 
declared by the award of the Arbitrators appointed by the Governments of Canada and 
Ontario, to be the western limit of the Province of Ontario,” inserted instead thereof ; 

And the Question being put on the amendment, the House divided ; and the names _ 
being called for, they were taken down, as follows :— 

YxrAs—Messieurs Bain, Blake, Brown, Cartwright, Casey, Cockburn (Muskoka), 
Fleming, Gillies, Holton, Macdonell (Lanark), McDougall, Mills, Paterson (Brant), 
Robertson (Shelburne), Rymal, Scriver, Snowball, Sutherland, Thompson, and Trow—20, 


* Sess. Papers, Ont., 1882, No. 23. 
t Journals Ho. of Coms., 1881, Vol. 15, p. 370. See the next following document. 
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Nays—Messieurs Allison, Arkell, Barnard, Beaty, Beauchesne, Bergeron, Bill, 
Bowell, Bunting, Cameron (Victoria), Carling, Caron, Costigan, Coughlin, Coursol, Cuth- 
bert, Daly, Daoust, Dawson, Desaulniers, Drew, Elliott, Farrow, Ferguson, Fitzsimmons, 
Fortin, Gault, Gigault, Girouard (Kent), Hackett, Haggart, Hay, Hesson, Hooper, Houde, 
Hurteau, Jones, Kilvert, Kranz, Lane, Langevin, Lantier, Little, Macdonald (King’s), 
Macdonald (Vie. B.C.), McDonald (Pictou), Macmillan, McCallum, McConville, McCuaig, 
McInnes, McLennan, McRory, Manson, Massue, Merner, Mongenais, Montplaisir, Mous- 
seau, Muttart, O'Connor, Ogden, Orton, Ouimet, Patterson (Essex), Plumb, Pope 
(Compton), Pope (Queen’s), Poupore, Richey, Ross (Dundas), Rouleau, Royal, Ryan 
(Marquette), Ryan (Montreal), Schultz, Scott, Shaw, Sproule, Stephenson, Strange, 
Tellier, Tilley, Vallée, Vanasse, Wallace (Norfolk), Wallace (York), White (Cardwell), 
White (Hastings), White (Renfrew), Williams, and Wright—92. 

So it passed in the negative. 

And the Question being again proposed, That the Bill be now read the third time ; 

Mr. Dawson moved, in amendment, seconded by Mr. Poupore, That all the words 
after “‘now” to the end of the Question, be left out, and the words “recommitted to a 
Committee of the Whole House, with instructions that they have power to amend it, so 
that the present eastern boundary of the Province of Manitoba,,prolonged to the northern 
limit of the said Province, shall be the boundary line of the said Province on the east,” 
inserted instead thereof ; 

And the Question being put on the amendment, the House divided ; and it passed 
in the negative. 

And the Question being again proposed, That the Bill be now read the third time ; 

Mr. Blake moved, in amendment, seconded by Sir Richard J. Cartwright, That all 
the words after ‘“‘now” to the end of the Question, be left out, and the words ‘‘recom- 
mitted to a Committee of the Whole House, with instructions that they have power to 
amend the same so as to provide some definite eastern limit beyond which Manitoba shall 
not be deemed to extend, pending the settlement of the western boundary of Ontario,” 
inserted instead thereof ; 

Mr. McDougall moved, in amendment to the said proposed amendment, seconded by 
Mr. McDonald (Cape Breton), That the words ‘some definite eastern limit” be left out, 
and the words “that the conventional boundary agreed upon between the Governments 
of the Dominion and Ontario, shall be the limit,” inserted instead thereof ; 

And the Question being put on the amendment to the said proposed amendment, the 
House divided ; and it passed in the negative. 

And the Question being put on the amendment to the original question, the House 
divided ; and the names being called for, they were taken down, as follows :— 

Yras—Messieurs Blake, Cartwright, Casey, Casgrain, Gillies, Holton, Macdonell 
(Lanark), McDougall, Mills, Paterson (Brant), Robertson (Shelburne), Scriver, Skinner, 
Snowball, Sutherland, Trow, and Wheler—17. 

Nays—Messieurs Allison, Bannerman, Barnard, Beaty, Beauchesne, Bergeron, Bill, 
Boultbee, Bowell, Bunting, Cameron (Victoria), Carling, Caron, Costigan, Coursol, Daly, 
Daoust, Desaulniers, Doull, Drew, Elliott, Ferguson, Fortin, Gault, Gigault, Girouard 
(Kent), Hackett, Haggart, Houde, Hurteau, Jones, Kilvert, Kranz, Langevin, Lantier, 
Little, Macdonald (Vic. B.C.), McDonald (C. Breton), McDonald (Pictou), Macmillan, 
McCallum, McConville, McCuaig, McLennan, Manson, Massue, Merner, Méthot, Mont- 
plaisir, Mousseau, Muttart, O’Connor, Ogden, Orton, Ouimet, Patterson (Essex), Pinson- 
neault, Plumb, Pope (Compton), Pope (Queen’s), Poupore, Richey, Rochester, Ross 
(Dundas), Routhier, Royal, Ryan (Marquette), Ryan (Montreal), Schultz, Scott, Shaw, 
Stephenson, Strange, Tassé, Tellier, Tilley, Vallée, Vanasse, Wade, Wallace (Norfolk), 
Wallace (York), White (Cardwell), White (Renfrew), and Williams—84. 

So it passed in the negative. 

And the Question being again proposed, That the Bill be now read the third time ; 

Mr. Blake moved, in amendment, seconded by Sir Richard J. Cartwright, That all 
the words after “now,” to the end of the Question, be left out, and the words ‘“‘ recom- 
mitted to a Committee of the Whole House, with instructions that they have power to 
amend the same so as to provide that the existing conditions under the conventional boundary 
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agreed on by the Governments of Canada and Ontario, in 1874, shall not, pending the 
settlement of the true boundary, be affected prejudicially to the interests of either of the 
contracting parties, or to those of the inhabitants of Prince Arthur's Landing, Thunder 
Bay, and other parts of the territory which have been long under the control of and 
treated as part of Ontario, and are represented in this House as part of that Province,” 
inserted instead thereof ; 

And the Question being put on the amendment, the House divided as in the last 
preceding division. 

So it passed in the negative. 

Then the Main Question being put, the House divided ; and it was resolved in the 
affirmative. 

The Bill was accordingly read the third time. 


An Act To ProvipDE ror THE EXTENSION OF THE BOUNDARIES OF THE PROVINCE OF 
: MANITOBA.* 


Whereas, by an Act of the Legislature of the Province of Manitoba, passed during the 
session thereof held in the present year of Her Majesty’s reign, and intituled “An Act 
to Provide for the Extension of the Boundaries of the Province of Manitoba,” the Legis- 
lature of that Province hath consented to the increase of the same by the alteration of 
its limits, as hereinafter enacted, upon the terms and conditions hereinafter expressed : 
Therefore Her Majesty, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate and House of 
Commons of Canada, enacts as follows :— 

1. The Province of Manitoba shall be increased as hereinafter defined, that is to say, 
so that the boundaries thereof shall be as follows :-—‘ Commencing at the intersection of 
the international boundary dividing Canada from the United States of America by the 
centre of the road allowance between the twenty-ninth and thirtieth ranges of town- 
ships lying west of the first principal meridian in the system of Dominion land surveys ; 
thence northerly, following upon the said centre of the said road allowance as the same 
is or may hereafter be located, defining the said range line on the ground across town- 
ships one to forty-four,} both inclusive, to the intersection of the said centre of the said 
road allowance by the centre of the road allowance on the twelfth base line in the said 
system of Dominion land surveys; thence easterly along the said centre of the road 
allowance on the twelfth base line, following the same to its intersection by the easterly 
limit of the District of Keewatin, as defined by the Act thirty-ninth Victoria, chapter 
twenty-one, that is to say, to a point where the said centre of the road allowance on the 
twelfth base line would be intersected by a line drawn due north from where the westerly 
boundary of the Province of Ontario intersects the aforesaid international boundary 
line dividing Canada from the United States of America ; thence due south, following 
upon the said line to the international boundary aforesaid ; and thence westerly, follow- 
ing upon the said international boundary line dividing Canada from the United States 
of America, to the place of beginning,” and all the land embraced by the said description 
not now within the Province of Manitoba shall, from and after the passing of this Act, 
be added thereto, and the whole shall, from and after the said date, form and be the 
Province of Manitoba. 

2. The terms and conditions upon which such increase is made are as follows : 

(a) All the enactments and provisions of all the Acts of the Parliament of Canada 
which have, since the creation of the Province of Manitoba, been extended into and made 
to apply to the said Province, shall extend and apply to the territory by this Act added 
thereto, as fully and effectually as if the same had originally formed. part of the Province 


* Stats. Can., 44 Vic,, Cap. 14. Assented to 21st March, 1881. 


+ In the Manitoba Act above recited, the line is described as being drawn ‘‘ across townships one to 
forty-six.” See the Act, ante, p. 407.—G. E. L.] 
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and the boundaries thereof had, in the first instance, been fixed and defined as is done by 
this Act—sybject, however, to the provisions of section three of this Act. ; 

(6) The said increased limit and the territory thereby added to the Province of 
Manitoba shall be subject to all such provisions as may have been or shall hereafter be 
enacted, respecting the Canadian Pacific Railway and the lands to be granted in aid 
thereof. 

3. All laws and ordinances in force in the territory hereby added to the Province of © 
Manitoba at the time of the coming into force of this Act, and all courts of civil and 
criminal jurisdiction, and all legal commissions, powers and authorities, and all officers, 
judicial, administrative and ministerial, existing therein at the time of the coming into 
force of this Act, shali continue therein as if such territory had not been added to the 
said Province; subject, nevertheless, with respect to matters within the legislative 
authority of the Legislature of the Province of Manitoba, to be repealed, abolished or 
altered by the said Legislature. 

4. This Act shall come into force only upon, from and after a day to be appointed 
in that behalf by proclamation of the Governor published in the Canada Gazette. 


An ACT TO CONTINUE IN FORCE FOR A LIMITED TIME THE ACT FORTY-THIRD VICTORIA, 
CHAPTER THIRTY-SIX.* 


Her Majesty, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate and House of Com- 
mons of Canada, enacts as follows :— 

1. The Act passed in the forty-third year of Her Majesty’s reign, chapter thirty-six, 
and intituled “ An Act respecting the Administration of Criminal Justice in the Terri- 
tory in dispute between the Governments of the Province of Ontario and of the Dominion 
of Canada,” shall continue in force until the end of the now next ensuing session of 
Parliament. 


THE UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE TO THE PETITIONERS OF Rat PoRTAGE.T 


Otrawa, Ist April, 1881. 


Str,— With reference to the petition, signed by you and others of the merchants and 
business men of Rat Portage, praying that a court of civil jurisdiction may be established 
at that place, I desire to acquaint you, for the information of the petitioners, that as Rat 
Portage will shortly be included within the Province of Manitoba, when the Act extend- 
ing the boundaries of that Province is brought into force (unless it be already within the 
limits of Ontario), and as the administration of justice and the establishment of Provin- 
cial Courts devolves upon the Provincial authorities, it would not be proper for this 
Government to take action upon their petition. 


I have the honour to be, Sir, 
- .our obedient servant, 


Epovarp J. LANGEVIN, 
Under-Secretary of State. 


* Stats. Can., 44 Vic., Cap. 15. Assented to 2ist March, 1881. [An Act to continue in foree the Act 
in question for a still further period was passed in the session of the Dominion Parliament of 1882, but was 
not received in time to be inserted in this work.—G. E. L 
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Mr. Lyon, StipenDIARY MAGISTRATE, TO THE Deputy ATTORNEY-GENERAL. * 
Rat Portaae, 
April 30th, 1881. 
J. G. Scort, Esq., 
— Deputy Attorney-General. 


S1r,—Enclosed you will find the copy of a letter from the Dominion Government in 
answer to a petition sent by the people of Rat Portage, praying for a Civil Court to be 
established. 

I have the honour to be, Sir, 


Your obedient servant, 


W. D. Lyon, S.M. 


LECTURE OF SIR FRANCIS HINCKS (ONE OF THE ARBITRATORS ) ON 
THE NORTHERLY AND WESTERLY BOUNDARIES OF ONTARIO, AND 
THE AWARD RELATING THERETO.+ 


Sir Francis Hincks having been introduced to the meeting by the Chairman, the 
Hon. Sir W. P. Howland, K.C.M.G., O.B., delivered the following lecture :— 


Siz WM. How.nanp, Lapizs anp GENTLEMEN,— 


Before entering on the subject to which I propose to invite your attention this even- 
ing, I must express to you the deep gratification which I felt on being invited, during 
a recent visit, to address a Toronto audience after the lapse of so many years. Should 
my life be spared for another twelve months, a period of fifty years will have elapsed 
since, as a young man, I settled in the old capital of Upper Canada, then popularly 
known as Little York, but within two years afterwards incorporated as the city of 
Toronto. Ten years after my first settlement at York, I‘became a member of the Gov- 
ernment of United Canada, and was under the necessity of taking up my residence at 
the capital, since which time, with the exception of about two years, when the sessions 
of Parliament were held at Toronto, under the alternate system, I have been a compara- 
tive stranger among you, although I have had frequent opportunities of seeing several of 
my old fellow-pioneers, and have had the gratification of being invariably met with a 
friendly greeting, not only by my old friends, but by those with whom I had had differences 
of opinion on what may now be properly termed dead issues. 

Having several years ago entirely withdrawn from party connection, a political ad- 
dress would be wholly repugnant to my feelings ; but circumstances seem to me to render 
it desirable that the public should be better informed ona subject which is generally sup- 
posed to be imperfectly understood, while it is due as well to my own character, as to 
the memory of the late lamented Chief Justice Harrison, that a full explanation should 
be given of the grounds on which the Arbitrators appointed to determine the true boun- 
daries of the Province of Ontario arrived at their decision. Such an explanation is, I 
think, likewise due to the Right Honourable Sir Edward Thornton, Her Majesty’s Min- 
ister at Washington, who was good enough, at the joint request of the Governments of 


IOI 


the Dominion and of Ontario, to act as third’ Arbitrator on the occasion referred to. S 


While it is no part of my duty to defend the action of the Dominion and Provincial _ 


Governments in agreeing to leave the disputed boundary of the Province of Ontario to be 
determined by Arbitrators, I may remark that there are many precedents for such a 


* Sess. Papers, Ont., 1882, No. 23. 


+ The Northerly and Westerly Boundaries of the Province of Ontario, and the Award relating thereto, 
as discussed and explained by the Hon. Sir Francis Hincks, K.C.M.G., in his Public Lecture at the Edu- 
cation Department, Toronto, May 6th, 1881. Toronto: Printed by C. Blackett Robinson, 1881. 
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mode of settling conflicting claims. It is fortunate that there is no danger of this ques- 
tion, complicated though it is at present, leading to the fearful consequences which his- 
tory, as well as our daily observation, teaches us to be the result of territorial disputes. 
A very large proportion of the wars which have occurred during past centuries, and 
which have entailed such immense losses of blood and treasure, must be attributed to 
quarrels regarding boundaries ; and in modern times the expediency of resorting to arbi- 
tration as the best mode of settling such disputes, has been very generally admitted. 


CRITICISMS ON THE AWARD. 


In the case of the Ontario boundary arbitration in 1878, the unanimous award 
made after a most careful and conscientious examination of the voluminous papers sub- 
mitted to the Arbitrators, together with the cases of the learned counsel on both sides, 
has been severely criticized, not only by the Select Committee of the House of Com- 
mons in 1880, but by the leaders of the Dominion Government in the Senate and House 
of Commons during the last session. It has been stated as an objection to the compe- 
tency of the Arbitrators, that two of the three were not members of the legal profession, 
but I have been unable to find any precedent in analagous cases for confining the choice 
of arbitrators to lawyers. In one of the most recent cases, when arbitrators were ap- 
pointed to determine the boundaries between Zululand and the Transvaal in South 
Africa, there was one lawyer, the Attorney-General of the Cape, joined with a civilian, 
and an officer holding the rank of Lieutenant-Colonel. I own that I fail to discover the 
value of special legal attainments in such a case ; and, moreover, there were before the 
Arbitrators conflicting opinions given by eminent judges and lawyers. The greatest 
judges are far from being infallible, and are themselves always desirous of the assistance 
of counsel, whose duty is to submit every point of law, and every fact, in support of their 
respective clients. Let me, for argument’s sake, suppose that in a trial before a judge, a 
clause in an Act of Parliament had a special bearing on the case in controversy, and that 
the counsel, whose client would be benefited by that clause, were to fail to bring it to the 
notice of the Court, and that the judgment afforded proof that this important clause had 
not engaged the judge’s attention, surely it would not be contended that, however emi- 
nent the judge might be, his judgment ought to carry as much weight as that of a non- 
professional arbitrator whose opinion had been formed after a full consideration of cir- 
cumstances, which had never been brought under the notice of the judge. I shall have 
to make a practical application of this suppositious case to the disputed boundary of 
Ontario on the south-west, and as bearing on the judgment of Chief Justice Sewell in the 
De Reinhardt case, which was concurred in by his colleagues. I must, before doing SO, 
notice as briefly as possible some statements, which appear to me to be a sufficient justifica- 
tion of my placing on record the reasons which induced the Arbitrators to make the 
award which is now the subject of controversy. During the session of Parliament held 
in 1880, a Select Committee was appointed by the House of Commons to inquire into 
and report upon all matters connected with the boundaries between the Province of 
Ontario and the unorganized territories of the Dominion. The report, concurred in by 
nine out of thirteen members of that Committee, declares that “the award does not 
declare the true boundaries of Ontario,” adding, ‘it seems to your Committee to be in- 
consistent with any boundary line ever suggested or proposed subsequent to the Treaty 
of Utrecht.” One of the principal witnesses, Mr. William McD. Dawson, a portion of 
whose evidence is embodied in the report, stated that the Arbitrators had adopted a 
boundary ‘‘ which was not a possible one.” Sir John Macdonald is reported in Hansard 
to have said :—“ We have only to read the written statement of one of those Arbitrators, 
Sir Francis Hincks, in which he admitted they did not settle the true boundary, to be 
convinced.” Sir Alexander Campbell was reported to have made substantially the same 
Statement in the Senate. It has seemed to me that such allegations as I have cited, 
render it desirable that the public should be put in possession of the grounds, on which 
the Arbitrators concurred in an award, which, although adverse to the claims of the 
Ontario Government, was promptly accepted by it, and subsequently by the Provincial 
Legislature. 


416 . LECTURE OF SIR FRANCIS HINCKS ON THE SUBJECT OF BOUNDARY AWARD: 
: ! } Py PAS cal Se 


SOUTH-WESTERN BOUNDARY. 


I shall first consider the South-Western Boundary. It is evident from the report of 
the Select Committee, that its framer attached much greater weight to Commissions to 
Governors as affecting boundaries, than the Arbitrators did. Commissions may be of 
assistance in interpreting obscure language in an Act of Parliament, but where the mean- 
ing of an Act is free from doubt, it cannot be set aside by a Commission. The south- 
western boundary of Ontario depends on the construction of the Imperial Act of 1774, 
on the effect of the subsequent treaty with the United States of 1783, and on the procla- 
mation issued under the Act of 1791. It is important to consider the circumstances 
under which the Act of 1774 was passed. In the year 1763 a treaty was concluded at 
Paris, between England and France, which contained ‘the following provision ; “In 
order to establish peace on solid and durable foundations, and to remove forever all 


subject of dispute with regard to the limits of the British and French territories on the | 


continent of America, it is agreed that for the future the confines between the dominions 


of His Britannic Majesty, and those of His Most Christian Majesty, in that part of the., 


world, shall be fixed irrevocably by a line drawn along the middle of the River Missis- 
sippi from its source to the River Iberville, and from thence by a line drawn along the 
middle of that river and the lakes Maurepas and Pontchartrain to the sea... ... pro- 


vided that the navigation of the Mississippi shall be equally free as well to the subjects | 


of Great Britain as to those of France in its whole breadth and length from its source to 
the sea.” The treaty from which I have just quoted was concluded on the 10th Feb. 
ruary, 1763, and on 7th October, 1763, a proclamation was issued erecting four new 
Governments, one of which was Quebec, the western boundary of which was fixed at the 
south end of Lake Nipissing. In the year 1774, in consequence of urgent representa- 
tions, as to the necessity of establishing a settled government in territories where no 
government of any kind existed, a bill was introduced by the Government of the day, the 
object of which was clearly stated by Lord North in language which I shall quote... “It 
is well known that settlers-are in the habit of going to the interior parts from time to 
time. Now, however undesirable, it is open to Parliament to consider whether it is fit 
there should be no government in the country, or, on the contrary, separate and distinct 
governments, or whether the scattered posts should be annexed to Canada. The House 
of Lords have thought proper to annex them to Canada, but when we consider that there 
must be some government, and that it is the desire of all those who trade from Canada 
to those countries, that there should be some government, my opinion is that, if gentle- 


men will weigh the inconveniences of separate governments, they will think the least | 


inconvenient method is to annex those posts, though few in population, great in extent of 
territory, rather than to leave them without government at all, or make them separate 
ones. Sir, the annexation likewise is the result of the desire of the Canadians, and of 
those who trade to those settlements, who think they cannot trade with safety as long as 
they remain separate.” Now, it must be borne in mind, that the principal posts in the 
unorganized territories, when the Act of 1774 was passed, were situated on the River 
Mississippi, and of course in British territory by the Treaty of 1763. The pretension of 


the advocates of the due north line, which is the boundary claimed by the Dominion, is. aan 
that Parliament deliberately abandoned the natural boundary of the Mississippi, thereby _ 


excluding from the benefit of the Act, the very persons for whom it was specially intended, 
and that it adopted, without a single conceivable motive, a conventional line running due 
north from the junction of the Ohio with the Mississippi. It is well known that the Bill 
was introduced in the House of Lords, in 1774, and that as sent down by that House to 
the Commons the description was “all the said territories, islands and countries, hereto- 
fore a part of the territory of Canada in North America, extending southward to the 
banks of the River Ohio, westward to the banks of the ‘Mississippi, and northward to the 
southern boundary of the territory granted to the Merchants Adventurers of England 
trading to Hudson’s Bay, and which said. territories, islands and countries are not within 
the limits of some other British Colony as allowed and confirmed by the Crown.” Now 
it has never been pretended that there was any ambiguity in. that description as to the 
western boundary, but a discussion was raised in the Commons’ by Mr. Edmund Burke, 
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then agent for the State of New York, who had doubts whether under the description 
Canada might not encroach on territory on the north-east of that State, which had 
actually been in dispute, and which by amicable agreement had been made over to New 
York, reserving the rights of Canadian settlers in the disputed territory. The territory 
on the Mississippi had never been in dispute during the protracted wars between the 
British and French regarding boundaries in the Ohio valley. 


INTENTION OF AOT OF 1774. 


There is not the slightest reason to suppose that a single member of the House of 
Commons desired to alter the natural boundary of the Mississippi, on the banks of which 
were the principal settlements, for the inhabitants of which the Act was specially intended 
to provide a government. Mr. Burke, as appears from a report of his remarks in a book 
entitled “The Cavendish Debates,” insisted very strenuously on defining the boundaries 
more precisely. JI am not unaware that the framer of the report of the Commons Com- 
mittee has, on the authority of Mr. Justice Johnson of Montreal, pronounced the Caven- 
dish Debates as of no authority, but the Hon. Wm. McDougall has given most satis- 
factory reasons for considering them a valuable contribtion to the history of the period.* 
There is however a letter in existence, addressed by Mr. Burke to the Legislature of 
New York, in which he explains with great precision the object of his amendments, and 
from which it is clear that it never was contemplated to interfere with the Mississippi 
boundary. The change in the description of the boundary was made while the House 
was in Committee on the Bill, four members, one of whom was Mr. Burke, having left the 
House in Committee to arrange the new description. It is said “the difference was 
whether the tract of country not inhabited should belong to New York or Canada,” and 
most assuredly this difference could not possibly apply to territory on the Mississippi 
River. I shall now cite the boundaries as finally agreed to by the House, and I request 
your most particular attention to the first words, which seem to me to deserve much 
more consideration than has been given to them by the advocates of the due north line, 
from the confluence of the Ohio and Mississippi Rivers. “ That all the territories, islands 
and countries in North America, belonging to the Crown of Great Britain, bounded on 
the south by a line from the Bay of Chaleurs, along the high lands which divide the 
rivers that empty themselves into the River St. Lawrence from those which fall into the 
sea, to a point in forty-five degrees of northern latitude on the eastern bank of the River 
Connecticut, keeping the same latitude directly west through the Lake Champlain, until 
in the same latitude it meets the River St. Lawrence, from thence up the eastern bank 
of the said river to the Lake Ontario, thence through the Lake Ontario and the river 
commonly called the Niagara, and thence along by the eastern and south-eastern bank of 
Lake Erie, following the said bank until the same shall be intersected by the northern 
boundary granted by the Charter of the Province of Pennsylvania, in case the same shall 
be so intersected, and from thence along the said northern and western boundaries of the 
said Province until the said western boundary strike the Ohio; but in case the said 
bank of the said lake shall not be found to be so intersected, then following the said 
bank until it shall arrive at that point of the said bank which shall be nearest to the 
north-western angle of the said Province of Pennsylvania, and thence by a right line to 
the said north-western angle of the said Province, and thence along the western boundary 
of the said Province until it strike the River Ohio, and along the bank of the said river 
westward to the banks of the Mississippi, and northward to the southern boundary of 
the territory granted to the Merchants Adventurers of England trading to Hudsgan’s 
Bay.” You will not fail to observe that the intention of the framers of the amendment, 
as of the original Bill, was to include all the territories belonging to the Crown of Great. 


* f the Cavendish Debates whose authenticity has been questioned by Mr. Justice John- 
son ae Mr ey Dates, was published in 1839, the original MS., which is in the British Museum, 
having been discovered only in the early part of that year. In 1837, two years before this discovery, 
another and independent account of the proceedings upon the Quebec Bill of 1774, which was the subject. 
of these Debates, was published in the American Axrchives ; which account is in perfect accord with the 
Cavendish Report. (American Archives, vol. 1, pub, by authority of Congress.)—G. E. L.] 
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‘Britain in the newly constituted Province, which were not already included in the old 
‘Provinces. You will notice how precise the definition is until the Ohio is reached, after 
which there was no territory regarding which there could be a dispute. You will like- 
wise bear in mind that the last clause of the description is precisely the same as in the 
original Bill, viz., “ Westward to the banks of the Mississippi and northward to the 
southern boundary of the territory granted to the Merchants Adventurers of England 
trading to Hudson’s Bay,” and that in that Bill “northward” could not have had the 
meaning which has been claimed for it, and which is that it must necessarily mean “ due 
north,” although the meaning of the word is really ‘‘ towards the north.” 


THE DE REINHARDT CASE. 


Great stress has been laid on a decision given in the year 1818 by the Court of 
Queen’s Bench at Quebec, presided over by Chief Justice Sewell, on the trial of a person 
named De Reinhardt, for a murder committed at a place called Dalles, in the vicinity of 
the Lake of the Woods. Some judges who gave evidence before the Select Committee 
on the boundaries in 1880, referred to this judgment as conclusive in favour of the due 
north line. Judge Johnson said that “ Chief Justice Sewell, who tried the case, is looked 
upon as the greatest luminary of the law we ever had in Lower Canada. It may almost 
be said that he made our laws.” Again, Mr. Justice Armour said :—‘ There is a judicial 
decision as to the meaning of the word ‘northward’ in the Quebec Act. The decision 
was that ‘northward’ evidently meant ‘due north.’ That is the De Reinhardt case. 
No doubt about it, it is a clear decision, and were I deciding judicially I would be bound 
to follow that decision.” As Mr. Justice Armour proceeded to state, that if asked his 
individual opinion as a person looking into the matter, he would determine that 
‘‘¢northward’ had reference to the territory and not to a limitary line,” I do not think 
that his evidence is much in favour of the due north line. I shall state the reasons which 
led me, and I believe my co-Arbitrators to attach no importance whatever to the judg- 
ment in the De Reinhardt case. The question of boundary was never fairly brought before 
the Court in 1818. It is well known that very high authorities, including the eminent 
‘counsel by whom De Reinhardt was defended, the Honourable Messrs. Cartier and 
McDougall, the Honourable David Mills, who has made a most valuable report on the 
‘subject, the Messrs.. Dawson, up to a recent period, and the learned counsel who repre- 
sented Ontario before the Arbitrators, have all held that the language employed in. the 
Order of Council and the Proclamation of 1791, ‘including all the territory to the 
-westward and southward of the said line to the utmost extent of the country called or 
‘known by the name of Canada,” must be interpreted as giving to Ontario, then Upper 
‘Canada, a much more extensive territory to the west, than what it would be entitled to 
according to the interpretation placed on the Act of 1774 by those who hold that the 
Mississippi River was the boundary of the old Province of Quebec, and that the Act of 
1791 was intended to divide that Province, but not to extend it. I refer to this differ- 
ence of opinion here to show that the view taken by the Arbitrators was never presented 
to. the Court in 1818. Had it been pointed out to the eminent judges who presided on 
that occasion, that the language of the Act of 1774 made special provision for including 
in the new Province ‘‘all the territories, islands and countries in North America belonging 
to the Crown of Great Britain,” before defining the boundaries, it might have been pre- 
sumed that the intention of the Act would have been so manifest, thet even if the language 
had been deemed ambiguous, its meaning could scarcely have been misunderstood. To my 
own mind there is no ambiguity in the language. The object of the Act was to provide 
for the government of all the territories not included in the old Provinces, and not south 
of the Ohio River. When the Mississippi was reached, the word “northward” was quite 
sufficient, as the western boundary was that established by the Treaty of 1763. How 
any one could have imagined that Parliament would have been guilty of the absurdity 
of excluding the settlements on the river from the benefit of an Act chiefly intended for 
them, and of abandoning a natural boundary like the Mississippi in order to run a line 
due north, without any conceivable object, is incomprehensible to me. The point which 
strikes me as important is that De Reinhardt’s counsel rested their case on the Act of 
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1791 and not on that of 1774, and it will be found on reference both to the arguments 
of counsel, and to the judgment of the Court, that the most important branch of the 
decision was that the Act of 1791 only authorized the division of the old Province of 
Quebec into two separate Provinces, and consequently that the Proclamation could not 
be interpreted to give Upper Canada any territory that had not been included in the 
old Province of Quebec. Now, the Arbitrators were of opinion that on this point the 
judgment of the Court delivered at Quebec in 1818 was correct, and consequently that 
the boundaries of Ontario must be limited to those of the Province of Quebec as defined 
by the Act of 1774. There have been so many opinions, which I admit to be entitled 
to great weight, in favour of the boundary which was contended for by the eminent 
counsel for the prisoner in the De Reinhardt case, that it is highly probable that, as 
lawyers, they held their construction of the Proclamation of 1791 to be correct; I 
must, however, point out that it is the duty of a lawyer, when defending a criminal, to 
spare no effort to procure his acquittal, and, in thinking the De Reinhardt case over in 
my own mind, it occurred to me that if counsel had contended for the Mississippi 
boundary as that established by the Act of 1774, and had concurred with the Arbitra- 
tors, that after the treaty of peace with the United States in 1788, the most north- 
western angle of the Lake of the Woods became the south-western boundary, they might 
not have saved the prisoner whom they were defending. The evidence on the trial as 
to the precise locality of Dalles was conflicting, but toa very slight extent. Mr. Sax, 
' @ witness for the Crown, held that Portage des Rats was the north-west angle, and that 
its longitude was 94° 6’ west. Mr. Joseph Bouchette placed Portage des Rats in longi- 
tude 94° 10’ west, and the north-western angle in 94° 25’. Now, Dalles is placed in 
94° 40’ west longitude, and would consequently have been outside the boundaries of 
Upper Canada under the award of the Arbitrators.* Again, Mr. Coltman, one of the 
witnesses, stated that Dalles was on the River Winnipeg, about fifteen to eighteen miles 
from the most north-western point of the Lake of the Woods, and that it was on a line 
“running to the north with a little westing.” If, then, it be assumed that the north- 
western angle of the Lake of the Woods is the true south-western boundary of Ontario, 
then Upper Canada, it would have been fatal to the prisoner’s case for his counsel to 
have contended for the boundary established by the Act of 1774, and they accordingly 
argued most strenuously that the Proclamation issued in accordance with the Act of 
1791, had considerably extended the boundaries of Upper Canada. I confess I have 
been a good deal surprised at some of the recent opinions given by gentlemen who claim 
to be experts, as to the meaning of the term “northward.” Mr. Lindsay Russell declares 
in his evidence that this word “admits of no choice in its interpretation.” Such was 
not the opinion of Mr. Sax, the surveyor examined for the Crown on the trial of De 
Reinhard in 1818, which, although instructive, is not a little amusing, and deserves to be 
noticed in detail. 
MEANING OF NORTHWARD. 


Mr. Sax—A line, supposing it ran due north from the junction of the Ohio and 
Mississippi Rivers, would leave the River Winnipeg five degrees out of the Province of 
Upper Canada—not a northward line but a due north line. ras 

A ttorney-General—Do you mean to say that a northward line is not a north line? 

Mfr. Sax—It is not always; it may be north by east, or north by west, or north 
north-west, or many other points of the compass. A due north line is one that goes 
direct to the north pole without any deviation whatever. . 

Attorney-General—And does not a northward line go to the north pole? If you had 
a northward line to run would you not run it to the north pole? ; 

Mr. Sax—Perhaps I might and perhaps not; I would certainly run it northerly, 


though I might not run it due north. | 
Attorney-General _-What is to prevent you taking it due north? If you had a line 


* is, if the longitude of the north-west angle of the Lake of the Woods had been, as then sup- 
ay oe ", The oath wink point of the Lake of the Woods according to the subsequent Treaty 


of 1842 was in longitude 95° 14’ 38°.=-G. E.:L.J 
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to run from a given point until it struck a river, and thence to continue along the course 
of that river northward, would you call that drawing a northern line? 

Mr. Sax—Undoubtedly it would be a northern line, but not a due north line. 

Attorney-General—W ould it not? Could it be east or west ! 

Mr. Sax—It might, according to circumstances, be a north-eastward or north-west- 
wardly line, and yet a northern line—that is a line having a northward course or drawing 
nearer to the north pole as it progressed, though not an astronomical north line. 

Attorney-General—tIs not a north line a line northward ! 

Mr. Sax—Certainly, a line running due north is undoubtedly a northward line. 

Attorney-General—And a line true north-westward you would call a north-westward 
line? 

Mr. Sax—Certainly, a line due north-west is a north-westward line, but a line, for 
instance, that runs towards the north, notwithstanding it may gain in its course more 
northing than westing or easting, is not therefore necessarily a due north line, but is a . 
northern or northward line. 

Chief Justice Sewell—I really do not comprehend the distinction ; to say that a 
northward line is not a north line, I confess, appears to me to approach the reductio ad— 
absurdum. Suppose that we had a compass here, and from a given point I draw a line 
north-westward, that is to say terminating at a point north-westward, would not that be 
a due north-west line ? 

Mr. Sac—It would if drawn due north-west, but if in drawing it you gained 
northerly it would from the course of its deviation be a line northward though not a 
north line. 

Chief Justice Sewell—Then its course northward must unquestionably be due north 
if a line north-westwardly is a north-west line. I want to know whether in point of 
fact, a fact that any man can tell as well as a surveyor, whether a line from the eastern 
or western point of the compass, drawn northward, is or is not a north line. Just answer 
that question, yes or no, and then you may explain that answer in any way you think 
proper. 

q ee Sax—It certainly must be to a certain extent a north line, but not a due north: 
line. 

Chief Justice Sewell—Why not? ; 

Mr. Sac—A line drawn from any point between two cardinal points of the compass, 
direct to any cardinal point, is a due north or due west line as the case may be ; but a 
line may be so drawn between two points as to be called by surveyors a northward or & 
southward line as it may chance to gain in the course of running it upon that point. of 
the compass to which it is approaching; as I might draw a line from a point north- 
westwardly but gaining a northerly direction in its course, so that at its termination, it 
would be a line northward from having more northing there than at the point from 
which I started. y 

T confess that I think that Mr. Sax’s opinion is entitled to infinitely more weight 
than that of Mr. Russell. 


IMPORTANCE OF A NATURAL BOUNDARY. 


T have already stated the reasons which induced the Arbitrators to arrive at the 
“conclusion that the intention of the Act of 1774, and its language, interpreted according 
to’ common sense, was to extend the old Province of Quebec, so as to include all the 
territories belonging to the Crown of Great Britain in America, not included in the old 
“British Colonies, now the United States, nor in the territories belonging to the Hudson's 
Bay Company, nor in the Indian. territories north-west of the Mississippi. The view 
taken by the Arbitrators was never presented to the Court in 1818, and the territory 
between the imaginary due north line and the Mississippi, having become part of the 
United States, the absurdity of placing such a construction on the Act of 1774, as would 
have left an important strip of territory without any government whatever did not strike 
the learned judges. It must be borne in mind, that although the Commission of a 
Governor cannot supersede an Act of Parliament, as the framer of the report of the 
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Commons Committee of 1880 seems to imagine, it may fairly be cited as corroborative 
evidence of the intention of an Act where any ambiguity of language is found to exist. 
‘The first Commission issued under the Act of 1774 to Sir Guy Carleton proves con- 
clusively what was understood at the time to be its meaning. Immediately after the 
word “northward” the words “along the eastern bank of the said river” were added in 
the Commission. It really looks as if it had occurred to the framer of the Commission 
that the hastily prepared amendment to the original Act might create doubt at some 
future time, and yet Mr. Burke, the framer of the description, thus explained his inten- 
tion : “ My idea was to get the limits of Quebec, which appeared to many as well as to 
myself intended to straighten the British Colonies, removed from construction to 
certainty, and that certainty grounded on natural, indisputable, and immovable barriers— 
rivers and-lakes where I could have them, lines where lines could be drawn, and where 
reference and description became necessary to have them towards an old British Colony, 
and not towards this new and, as was thought, favourite establishment.” Is it conceivable 
that the author of this passage I have quoted could have intended to abandon such a 
natural boundary as the Mississippi for one without sense or meaning, and the adoption 
of which would have left without any government the very settlements which it was 
‘specially intended to include? I need only observe further that I believe that those who 
maintain that the boundaries were enlarged by the Proclamation issued under the Act of 
1791, concur with the Arbitrators in the opinion that by the Act of 1774, the Mississippi 
was the western boundary of the old Province of Quebec. 


EFFECT OF TREATY WITH UNITED STATES ON THE BOUNDARY. 


I have now to draw your attention to the effect of the Revolutionary War on the 
‘boundary of the old Province of Quebec. When the treaty of peace was concluded at 
Paris, on 3rd September, 1783, boundaries were established to which I shall briefly refer. 
lt is sufficiently evident that there was a desire to find natural boundaries, if practicable, 
‘and accordingly the line of division was carried through Lake Superior to the Long Lake, 
thence by water communication to the most north-western point of the Lake of the Woods, 
and from thence on a due west course to the River Mississippi. Ina paper dated in 1876, 
written Mr. S. J. Dawson, the Chairman of the Commons Committee, of 1880, he argued. 
‘that the diplomatists who framed the Treaty of 1783 had in view, not the Mississippi 
proper, but “the main artery of the vast river system to which the comprehensive name 
of the Mississippi was applied in those days.” He maintained that “the diplomatists, 
who framed the treaty, knew perfectly well that the northerly waters of the Mississippi 
were far to the south, and that they must have meant a branch or tributary of the Mis- 
‘souri, called the White Earth River, which would intersect the due west line at a point 
‘over 450 miles west of the Lake of the Woods.” Mr. Dawson held that “it is impossible 
to avoid the conclusion that the true intent, meaning, and spirit of the Treaty of 1783, was 
that the western boundary of Canada and the United States, and the eastern limit of 
Louisiana on the due west line, should be at a point upwards of 450 miles west of the Lake 
‘of the Woods.” I have referred to Mr. S. J. Dawson’s opinion so late as 1876, to estab- 
lish that he recognized the north-western angle of the Lake of the Woods, as within the 
Canadian territory, and further, that he recognized the Mississippi as the western boundary. 
Mr, Dawson, when he stated with such confidence, that the diplomatists, in 1783, 
“Inew perfectly well” that the northerly waters of the Mississippi proper were far to 
the south of such a line, must have been unaware that, eleven years after the treaty from 
which I have quoted, viz., in 1794, another treaty was concluded, which commences as 
follows :— Whereas it is uncertain whether the River Mississippi extends so far to the 
northward as to be intersected by a line to be drawn due west from the Lake of the Woods 
in the manner mentioned in the treaty of peace between Her Majesty and the United 
States, it is agreed,” etc. The agreement was that the two nations would make a joint 
‘Survey of the said river from one degree of latitude below the Falls of St. Anthony to the 
principal source or sources of the said river, and if the result should be that the river 
would not be intersected by such a due west line, then the two parties would proceed to 
establish a boundary by amicable negotiation. This was subsequently accomplished by 
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the Treaty of 1818, establishing the 49th parallel of north latitude. At that time, thirty-- 


five years after the period when Mr. S. J. Dawson thought that diplomatists “‘ knew per- 
fectly well” all about localities, it was not known whether the Lake of the Woods was: 
north or south of the 49th parallel, and it was accordingly provided that'a line should be 
drawn due north or due south from the north-western angle to the 49th parallel. The 
Mississippi of the treaty between England and France, of the Act of 1774, and of the treaty 
with the United States, has its source almost due south of the Lake of the Woods, where 


the international boundary is fixed. It seemed to the Arbitrators that under all the cir-- 


cumstances of the case, the true south-westerly boundary of Ontario should be held to be 


at the international boundary, rather than at a point due north of the source of the Mis- 


sissippi. The latter would have been in nearly the same meridian, I may observe, and 
would have entailed much useless expense in surveys, besides disputes as to which was 
really the true source of the Mississippi, which according to Mr. 8. J. Dawson, is to be 
found “in numerous brooks and countless lakelets.” 


NORTH-BASTERN BOUNDARY. 


I shall now proceed to state the grounds on which the Arbitrators arrived at their 


decision as to the true boundary on the north-east. Up to the time when it became my 
duty to study the question as an arbitrator, I had been under the prevailing impression 
that the height of land was the southern boundary of the Hudson’s Bay Territory. It 


would be impossible, on such an occasion as this, to state all the arguments which have: 


led me to think that the pretensions of the Hudson’s Bay Company were without foundation. 
I may, however, refer to the able papers, which the late Chief Justice Draper prepared, 
regarding the claims of the Company, and likewise to a memorandum from the Hon. 
Joseph Cauchon, who was Commissioner of Crown Lands in 1857, and which is printed’ 
in the appendix to the report of the Commons Committee as the memorandum of Mr. W. 


McD. Dawson. I presume that the cause of the action taken at that particular time was. 


the approaching termination of the lease of the Indian territories. The claim of the 


Hudson’s Bay Company, under their original charter, was described in the memorandum. 


prepared by Mr. Dawson under the Commissioner’s instructions, to be “to government, 


jurisdiction, and right of soil over the whole country watered by rivers falling into Hud-. 


son’s Bay.” I have been unable to discover any authority for so extensivea claim. There 


can be no doubt that the Hudson’s Bay Company themselves proposed, after the Treaty 


of Ryswick, that the French should not trade or build any house, factory or fort to the 


north of the Albany River on the West Main Coast, or north of Rupert’s River on the: 


East Main Coast. It is true that under the Treaty of Utrecht the French were to restore 
to Great Britain a number of forts, but it does not appear to me that this restoration was. 
ever completed. It was provided by the treaty that “ within a year” Commissaries to be 
named by both parties were to determine the limits between the British and the French, 


and it is notorious that such Commissaries never did determine the boundaries, while the: 
French King, many years after the Treaty of Utrecht, declared, with reference to the pre- 
tensions of the Hudson’s Bay Company, that he was “firmly resolved to maintain his- 


rights and his possessions against pretensions so excessive and so unjust.” The Proclama- 


tion under the Act of 1791 establishes the north-east boundary at the termination of a. 
line drawn due north from the head of Lake Temiscamingue, until it strikes the boundary 


line of Hudson’s Bay, and it is contended by the very same parties who insist, contrary, 
as I think, to common sense, that in the Act. of 1774, northward must mean due morth, 
that the meaning of words which seem to me sufficiently clear, must have been to the 
boundary of the Hudson’s Bay Territory, and not to the bay. Now, in the Act of 1774, 


when the territories were really meant, and not the bay, the language is not susceptible of 


misconstruction. The words are, “the southern boundary of the territory granted to the 
Merchants Adventurers trading to Hudson’s Bay.” But, as in the case of the western. 
boundary, the Commissions to various Governors afford a clue to the meaning attached to 
the language of the Proclamation by the Imperial Government. For a considerable time 


the Commissions were in the precise words of the Proclamation, ‘“ to the boundary of Hud- 


y) ® . “ . “7° . 
son’s Bay,” but in 1838 Lord Durham’s Commission contained the words, “ until it strikes. 
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the shore of Hudson’s Bay.” Now, I wish it to be clearly understood, as Mr. W. McD. 
Dawson seems to imagine, that the decision of the Arbitrators was founded on the Com- 
mission, that such was not the case. In accordance with the Statute of 1791, an Order 
in Council was passed authorizing the proclamation, which fixed the north-eastern boundary 
at the boundary line of Hudson’s Bay, and that I hold to be a sufficient description of the 
shore, although it was satisfactory to the Arbitrators to have the additional evidence 
afforded by the Commissions. I have already adverted to the Albany River having been 
proposed by the Hudson’s Bay Company as their southern boundary, and it seemed to the 
Arbitrators that a natural boundary, following the course of that river, left to the repre- 
sentatives of the Hudson’s Bay Company quite as much territory as they could justly 
claim. It would be wholly impossible for me, within the limits to which I am necessarily 
confined, to refer at any length to the numerous documents which led the Arbitrators to 
reject the pretension of the Dominion Government, that the height of land was the 
southern boundary of the Hudson’s Bay Company’s territory. The original charter limited 
the territorial grant to territories not in the possession of any other Christian prince, and 
although the subsequent Treaties of Ryswick and Utrecht affected the boundaries between 
France and England, yet there is no evidence of any new grant having been made to the 
Hudson’s Bay Company. In his very able report on the boundaries, the Hon. David 
Mills has maintained that the effect of the Treaty of Utrecht was not to restore to the 
Hudson’s Bay Company what it had lost by the Treaty of Ryswick. There was a warm 
controversy between the two Governments as to whether the term “cede” or “restore” 
should be used, and it is far from improbable that the British Minister may have been 
inspired by the Hudson’s Bay Company to contend for the word “restore” while the 
French Minister was very urgent for the word “cede.” It appears, from a letter 
of Mr. Prior, that according to the cartes sent by both plenipotentiaries, “there was 
no very great difference ” between the claim of Great Britain and what France was willing 
to concede, and it is quite certain that the French never contemplated surrendering the 
territory claimed by the Hudson’s Bay Company to the height of land. As a matter of 
fact, the boundaries under the Treaty of Utrecht were to have been settled by Commis- 
saries, who never acted in the matter, and, fifty years later, Great Britain acquired the 
French title. Chief Justice Draper furnished a number of extracts from documents bearing 
on the question of title, on which he observed: “They certainly show that neither after 
the Treaty of Ryswick, nor that of Utrecht, when they stated the boundaries they were 
either willing tossubmit to or were desirous of obtaining, nor yet in 1750, when they set 
forth what they thought themselves entitled to claim under their charter, did they ever 
think of asserting a right to all the countries the waters of which flow into Hudson's Bay. 
Their claim to lands lying both northward and westward of the Bay is entirely at variance 
with any such idea.” 


OBJECTIONS TO AWARD ANSWERED. 


I could not treat the important subject under your consideration with entire satisfaction 
if I failed to notice the numerous criticisms to which the award of the Arbitrators has been 
subjected. I shall dismiss very briefly that class that I believe to be numerically the most 
formidable, whose opposition to the award is based, not on its merits, but on the extent of 
territory to which Ontario is entitled under it. The decision of the Arbitrators had scarcely 
been announced in 1878, when an anonymous writer, over the signature “ Britannicus, 
published several letters on the subject, in which he contended that the award was “open 
to grave objections,” the first being that “ the region is worth millions.” He was told in 
an article, that I contributed to the press, that “the Arbitrators were appointed to decide 
on boundary lines, on principles of law and justice, and ought not to have been influenced 
by the extent or the value of the territory in dispute.” 


CHIEF JUSTICE HARRISON ON AWARD. 


I shall offer no apology for citing a few extracts from letters of the late Chief Justice 
Harrison addressed to me in August, 1878, on the’ subject of the criticisms made-on the 


LECTURE OF SIR F. HINCKS ON THE SUBJECT OF THE BOUNDARY AWARD: 


award : ‘T feel satisfied that you can give an answer to all and sundry who attack the 
award. I believe there never was an award made in a matter of such importance that is 
so little open to honest criticism. * * * Singular to say, since the award was made, 
I have received from Judge McDonald, of Guelph, an old lithographed map, without name 
or date, but evidently made long before the Constitutional Act of 17 91, which indicates 
the northern boundary of Upper Canada to be on the precise line where we have placed 
it, * * * Talso received the Gazette (Montreal) of the 15th August, containing the 
second letter of ‘Britannicus.’ These attacks, with the exception of the last, are puerile, 
and the last is a perfect absurdity. Assume that all which ‘Britannicus’ says about the 
territory awarded to Ontario, is true, how does that affect the validity of the award? Our 
duty was judicial, we had little or nothing to do with questions of policy. By the light 
of the evidence adduced, and the arguments propounded, we unanimously decided upon 
certain boundaries, for the north and west of the Province. Whether the land thus given 
to the Province was full of diamonds, or only of worthless rocks, was no business of ours. 
The surveyor who finds the boundaries of two lots of land is never influenced by the con- 
sideration that one piece is intrinsically more valuable than the other. None of the able 


counsel who addressed us ventured so far to take leave of his senses as to attempt to take 


such untenable ground.” 
JEALOUSY OF ONTARIO. 


‘‘ Britannicus” is a representative of the class of whose opinions Mr. Royal, M.P., is 
one of the latest exponents. He was a member of the Select Committee of 1880, and 
while Mr. S. J. Dawson is the avowed advocate of the formation into a new Province 
of a large portion of the Province of Ontario, Mr. Royal contends that Manitoba should 
obtain ports on Lake Superior and Hudson’s Bay. The masses outside of Ontario take 
no other interest in the subject than to oppose the extension of her territory, without the 
least reference to her legal rights. I may notice in this connection an extraordinary 
assertion in Mr. W. McD. Dawson’s evidence, to the effect that Quebec would not have 
consented to enter Confederation had the legal boundaries of Ontario been believed to be, 
where they were placed by the award of the Arbitrators, or, perhaps I should rather say, 
where the witness himself stated them to be in his report in 1857. There isa very simple 
answer to Mr. McD. Dawson, and all who share his opinions. The boundaries of Ontario 
depend on the construction placed on the Statute of 1774, the Treaty of Peace of 1783, 
and the Proclamation in conformity with the Statute of 1791. The claim of the Dominion, 
as well as that of Ontario, ig based on the construction of the law. Mr. McD. Dawson’s 
recent pretension, which I need scarcely remind you is at complete variance with the 
former assertions both of himself and of his brother, is based on the omission to define 
the western boundaries in the Commissions of the Earl of Durham in 1838, and in subse- 
quent Commissions, which, so far as I have any knowledge, is not deemed to have any 
legal effect by any of the disputants on the boundary question with the exception of the 
Messrs. Dawson.* 5 

CLAIMS TO MORE EXTENDED BOUNDARIES. 


Having noticed those opponents of the award, who do not pretend to appeal to the 
law in support of their pretensions, I shall advert very briefly to the views of those who 
contend that the Proclamation issued under the Statute of 1791 extended the territories 
of Ontario beyond the boundaries of the Province of Quebec as established by the Statute 
of 1774. The Act of 1791 declares that a message had been sent to both Houses of Par- 
liament, signifying the royal intention to divide the Province of Quebec, and it then makes 
provision for the future government of the two Provinces to be created out of the old 
Province of Quebec. It is true that the Proclamation uses the term Canada instead. of 
Quebec. I have already stated that although a Governor’s Commission cannot be invoked 
in opposition to an Act of Parliament, it may fairly be referred to when the language is 
at all ambiguous.. It seems to me that the Proclamation of 1791 could not be construed 
to give an extension of territory not contemplated by the Act, but the first Commission 


* (See, as to this pretension, note *, p. 294, ante.—G. E. L ] 
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issued under it to Lord Dorchester, describes the territory comprised in Upper Canada to 
be all lying to the westward of the line from Lake Temiscamingue to the boundary of 
Hadson’s Bay, “as were part of our said Province of Quebec.” The Arbitrators con- 
curred so far with the judgment of the Lower Canada Court in 1818, as to confine the 
western boundary to that established by the Act of 1774. I have now to refer to a mild 
criticism, which I notice merely to draw attention to what I consider a very reasonable 
view of the south-western boundary. Shortly after the publication of the award, a writer 
in the Monetary Tims, of Toronto, criticised the decision to adopt the north-western 
angle of the Lake of the Woods as the south-western boundary, on the ground that the 
true boundary was a point on the meridian of the source of the Mississippi, due west from 
the international boundary. The writer took precisely the same view as the Arbitrators 
+that under the Statute of 1774 the western boundary was the Mississippi River, and it 
must be obvious that such was the view of the diplomatists who negotiated the Treaty of 
Peace between Great Britain and the United States. Moreover, he admitted that the 
award “cannot be impeached as inequitable,” although he gave it as his own opinion that the 
Arbitrators had “stumbled” on a decision which, “‘if the work had to be done over again, 
we fail to see in what respects it could be materially improved.” I admit that there is 
much to be said in favour of the view taken by the writer in the Monetary Times, which 
I believe was likewise the view of the Hon. Wm. McDougall, who has studied the ques- 
tion very carefully, and who has pronounced himself strongly in favour of the Mississippi 
having been the western boundary of the Province of Quebec, under the Act of 1774. 
Practically it is a matter of no importance whether the south-westerly boundary is at the 
international boundary or at a point, a few miles farther west, that would be intersected 
by a line on the meridian of the source of the Mississippi. 


HON. WM. M‘DOUGALL’S OPINION. 


T have noticed Mr. MeDougall’s opinion on the south-westerly boundary, and it may 
be convenient to advert here to his criticism on the award as to the north-easterly 
boundary. In his speech on the subject in the House of Commons in 1880, Mr. 
McDougall stated that he had become satisfied that the words ‘‘boundary line of Hudson’s 
Bay” had been a clerical error of the Attorney-General, but as he did not state the 
grounds for that opinion, I am unable to judge whether they are entitled to any weight. 
It appears, however, from his evidence before the Committee, that when in England in the 
year 1869, he took a great deal of trouble to ascertain whether the description was a clerical 
error. He searched the records of the Colonial Office without success, and then went to 
the Privy Council Office where he procured the Attorney-General’s fiat, which, he said, he 
opened “with a good deal of anxiety,” only to find the same language as in the original 
Proclamation, ** to the boundary line of Hudson’s Bay.” He still, however, clings to his 
opinion that “it was an error of the Attorney-General, who, being human in those days, 
as in these, was liable to err.” May it not be possible that Mr. McDougall himself has 
erred in his conclusion that an error was committed by others? The Arbitrators, I need 
searcely add, did not feel themselves justified in assuming that the Proclamation issued in 
conformity with an Act of Parliament contained an important error. Mr. McDougall 
likewise stated that the Arbitrators ‘‘had found in some communications between the 
Imperial Government and their officers in this country, the words ‘to the boundary line 
of Hudson’s Bay.’” This seems to mean extraordinary mode of describing a Proclamation 
issued on the authority of the King in Council for the division of the Province of Quebec 
in accordance with an Act of Parliament. Mr. McDougall took no notice of the Com- 
missions in which the shore of Hudson’s Bay was declared the boundary, nor does he 
seem to have recollected that on every occasion when the territorial boundary was meant 
the description was invariably “the territory belonging to the Merchants Adventurers 
trading to Hudson’s Bay.” Mr. McDougall has acknowledged that the Hudson’s Bay 
Company had at one time agreed to accept the Albany River as the southern boundary 
of their territory ; and although it was never agreed to by the high contracting parties, 
still the fact that the Hudson’s Bay Company at that period made no claim to any country 
south of the Albany River is confirmatory of the correctness of the award. 
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MR. W. M‘D. DAWSON’S OPINION. 


I shall now proceed to the consideration of another view of the boundary question. 
In the report of the Select Committee of 1880, the evidence of Mr. W. McD. Dawson is 
prominently brought forward as that of the person “who was the first to investigate the 
case on the part of Canada, in 1857, than whom no one should have a more thorough: 
knowledge of the subject.” “Mr. McD. Dawson himself states in his evidence that he 
wrote a report in 1857 for the Commissioner of Crown Lands, which, he adds “has been. 
the cause of all the controversy that has since taken place in relation thereto.” He gave 
an interesting account of the circumstances under which he wrote this well-known. 
report, having assured Mr. Cauchon, who was then his chief, ‘‘ that there was no authority 
whatever for such a boundary ” as the northern watershed of the St. Lawrence. 

I may state, before noticing Mr. Dawson’s evidence further, that it ought to be 
carefully read together with his own report of 1857, and I shall be much surprised if 
any different opinion from my own is arrived at, and that, I must acknowledge, is that it 
is a mass of inconsistency. Mr. Dawson informed the Committee that “ the case presented 
by the Dominion was no case at all,” that the learned Counsel, “after a great deal of 
desultory reading, failed to seize the true facts of history bearing on it,” and he then 
referred to the prevailing ignorance of the subject, which he illustrated by a quotation 
from the evidence of his esteemed friend, Col. Dennis, Deputy Minister of the Interior, 
which I shall have to notice later, 


CHARGE AGAINST DOMINION COUNSEL. 


Mr. Dawson has not only made the very serious charge against the learned counsel 
for the Dominion, which I have just cited, but in his answer to a question whether 
he had himself been consulted, he declared that “it very often seems to be the habit of 
Governments not to consult those who know most about the case that has to be dealt 
with.” I should feel that an apology was due from me to the learned counsel for the 
Dominion, Mr, MacMahon, Q.C., of Ontario, and Mr. Monk, of Montreal, for noticing 
such a charge, were it not that it enables me to define clearly Mr. W. McD. Dawson’s 
peculiar position as to this question. It will not, I presume, be denied by a single 
member of the legal profession, or indeed by anyone else, that the duty of the learned 
counsel for the Dominion was to advocate the claim of the Government which they repre- 
sented, to the utmost extent of their ability. The Dominion claim which was formally 
made in March, 1872, was to a boundary on the west on the meridian due north from 
the confluence of the Ohio and Mississippi Rivers, and on the north, to the height of land 
dividing the waters which flow into Hudson’s Bay, from those emptying into the great 
lakes. Such was the Dominion claim made in 1872, in the form of a draft of instructions 
for a Commission to be appointed to survey and locate the boundaries. If the Dominion 
counsel had neglected to support the pretension, which they were retained to defend, 
they would of course be liable to censure, but it has never been pretended by any one, 
until very recently by Sir John A. Macdonald, that they failed from want of zeal. I am 
sure that the Arbitrators would have unanimously borne testimony to their exertions in 
Support of the boundaries, which they were instructed to contend for. But then they did 
not consult Mr. W. McD. Dawson. " Now it is quite true that is a very wide divergence 
between Mr. Dawson’s opinions in 1857 and in 1880. Most assuredly no lawyer who 
had read Mr. Dawson’s report of 1857, would have called on him to support the Dominion 
claim, and if the learned counsel could have made a forecast of Mr. McD. Dawson’s 
evidence in 1880, he was the Jast person to whom they would have applied for aid in 
Support of their case. An extract or two from Mr. McD. Dawson’s evidence will suffice. 
He said, “I think, therefore, that in commencing their description at the shore of Hud- 
son’s Bay, the Arbitrators were correct.” Then having referred to Lord Durham’s 
Commission in 1838, which only defined the boundary into Lake Superior, Mr. Dawson 
states in his evidence: “ From that date the Province of Upper Canada no longer sub- 
sisted as a divisional part of the old Province of Quebec.” The Messrs. Dawson avow 
that they hold the opinion that the language in the Commission of a Governor can 
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supersede an Act of Parliament, although in the report it is said, “it may be remarked 
that the judges who appeared before your Committee seemed to be strongly of the 
opinion that the boundaries of provinces with constituted governments could not be 
altered by Commissions to Governors or Proclamations.” I refer to Mr. Dawson’s opinion 
at present, merely to demonstrate the impossibility of counsel employed to advocate the 
Dominion claim, being guided by his advice, valuable as he himself pronounced it to be. 
Let me suggest a case. Had the Government of Mr. Mackenzie, in 1878, instructed the 
learned counsel which it employed, to abandon altogether the pretension of Sir John 
Macdonald in 1872, and to adopt the Dawson theory, if I may so term it, that the true 
western boundary was to be determined by the Commission to Lord Durham in 1838, as 
terminating at the east end of Lake Superior,* and had the decision been precisely what 
it was, as it most assuredly would have been, what, I ask, would have been the conse- 
quence? Why, from one end of the Dominion to the other it would have been proclaimed 
that the Government of Mr. Mackenzie had deliberately sacrificed the rights of the 
Dominion to the Province of Ontario, Between those who contend for the due north 
line, and for the Mississippi boundary, there is at least one principle held in common. 
Both profess to be governed by the Statute of 1774, and to claim the boundary prescribed 
by that Act. They differ as to the interpretation of the Act, but they acknowledge it as 
their guide. The Messrs. Dawson repudiate it altogether, and claim that the Province 
of Canada had been deprived, by virtue of the language of a Commission, of territory 
over which it had exercised jurisdiction during many years. I feel assured that on one 
point there can be no difference of opinion, and that is, that Mr. Mackenzie’s Government 
acted wisely in instructing their counsel to maintain the Dominion Claim precisely as it 
had been put forward by the Government of Sir John Macdonald. Even if Mr. Dawson’s 
view of the question were as sound, as I believe it to be the reverse, it would have been 
most improper for counsel to have entertained it. Their duty was to defend the Dominion 
claim, not that of the Messrs. Dawson ; and they performed it faithfully. 


MR. WM. M‘D. DAWSON’S INCONSISTENCY. 


In his report in 1857, Mr. Dawson had taken the most extreme view of the claim 
of Ontario, then part of United Canada, and he felt it necessary to endeavour to reconcile 
that opinion with the one which he subsequently adopted in 1880. He declares in his 
last evidence: “I claimed these countries as the birthright of the people of United 
Canada,” but he soon after admitted that “the claim put forward by me would have 
inured, if properly and efficiently maintained, to the benetit of Upper Canada, but that 
was not a point of special importance at the time. We were one Province, under one 
Government and one Legislature, and every acre of those vast regions was as much the 
property of the one as the other portion of the United Provinces.” This is a specimen of 
Mr. McD. Dawson’s mode of reasoning. The claim was either in accordance with the 
Act of 1774, or it was without foundation. In 1791, Mr. Dawson must admit, that all 
the territory in the old Province of Quebec, which was not comprised in Lower Canada, 
became part of Upper Canada. The disputed territory, as I will call it for the sake of 
convenience, was, of course, part of the United Province, and when the Provinces were 
again separated, Ontario retained the precise boundaries of Upper Canada, To do the 
Dominion Government justice, they have never pretended that Ontario was not entitled 
to her true boundaries, but have merely disputed what those boundaries really were. Mr. 
Dawson asserts that the decision of the Arbitrators “has no basis whatever of history or 
fact to sustain it,” and he then gives it as his opinion that they had “ one of three things 
open to them to declare,” viz.: Ist, “That Ontario embraced the whole North-West 
Territory under the Proclamation of 1791, which I have just dismissed as untenable.” 
The Arbitrators dismissed it likewise, although Mr. McD. Dawson’s report of 1857 was 
calculated to induce them to adopt that boundary. 2nd, ‘That it was bounded by the 
line prescribed by the Quebec Act of 1774.” That was precisely what the Arbitrators 
did decile, although the precise boyndary was necessarily governed by the terms of the 
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treaties between Great Britain and the United States, negotiated during the interval. 
3rd, “That a more recent definition, which they seemed to have intended to adopt in 
part, should prevail.” Mr. Dawson is completely mistaken if he imagines that the north- 
eastern boundary was adopted on the ground of the language in the Commissions of Lord 
Durham and of other Governors. The Proclamation issued under the authority of the 
Statute of 1791, and of an Order in Council, was the ground of the decision, although the 
Commissions were held to be corroborative of language not quite so clear as might have 
been wished. It appears, then, that although Mr. W. McD. Dawson stated in his 
evidence that the decision of the Arbitrators “had no basis whatever of history or fact 
to sustain it,” the south-western boundary was determined on one of the three grounds 
which he himself stated in his evidence it was ‘ open to them to declare,” viz. : “that it 
was bounded by the line prescribed by the Quebec Act in 1774,” while, as regards the 
north-eastern boundary, his own language in his evidence is :—‘‘ I think, therefore, that 
in commencing their description at the shores of Hudson’s Bay, the Arbitrators were 
correct.” I think that it will be generally admitted that the evidence of Mr. W. McD. 
Dawson has no weight whatever, and I shall therefore proceed to consider the course 
which the Dominion Government has adopted with reference to this boundary dispute. 


POLICY OF DOMINION GOVERNMENT, 


Tt will, I presume, be at once admitted that the Province of Ontario is entitled to 
precisely the same territory west of the Quebec boundary line to which united Canada 
was entitled prior to Confederation. I have already referred to Mr. Cauchon’s report of 
1857, which Mr. McD. Dawson claims as his own, and which is published as his in the 
Appendix to the Report of the Select Committee of 1880. That report, which was adopted 
by the Government of the day, concludes a long historical statement in the following 
words : — “This brief chronological sketch of the history of the Company, and of 
the circumstances connected therewith, must sufficiently show that they have acquired 
no territorial grant whatever under either of the two conditions to which their 
Charter was subject: first, as regards the countries then known upon ‘the coasts and 
confines’ of Hudson’s Bay, because they were already in possession of another Christian 
prince, and were, therefore, excluded from the grant in terms of the Charter itself; and 
second, as regards discoveries, because when they first penetrated into the interior, one 
hundred and four years after the date of their Charter, they found the country, and a long- 
established trade, in the hands of others, unless indeed as regards some discoveries to the 
north, which are of no special importance to Canada.” In his evidence before a committee 
in 1857, Mr. McD. Dawson stated that for “the boundary designated for us by the 
Hudson’s Bay Company, viz., the water-shed of the St. Lawrence, there is no earthly 
authority except themselves.” Mr. Dawson’s view, which gave Canada, now represented 
by Ontario, much more territory than was given to it by the Arbitrators, was deliberately 
adopted by the Government of the day. On the 16th J anuary, 1869, a letter was 
addressed to the Colonial Department by the late Sir George E. Cartier and the Hon. 
William McDougall, from which I shall make a brief quotation :—‘‘ Whatever doubt 
may exist as to the ‘utmost extent’ of old or French Canada, no impartial investigator 
of the evidence in the case can doubt that it extended to and included the country between 
the Lake of the Woods and Red River.” The chief Opposition to the award of the 
Arbitrators has been raised by the professed admirers of Sir George Cartier, who declared 
that “no impartial investigator” would hesitate as to giving Ontario a greater extent of 
territory than that awarded by the Arbitrators. It is evident from another part of the 
letter, that Sir George Cartier and Mr. McDougall held the same views as the counsel 
for the prisoner in the De Reinhardt case, as the counsel for the Ontario Government, as 
the Hon. Mr. Mills, and as both the Messrs. Dawson, so late as 1876. I shall now 
advert to the negotiations in 1872 between the Governments of the Dominion and of 
Ontario. On the 14th March of that year, the Hon. Joseph Howe, the Secretary of 
State, transmitted to Lieutenant-Governor Howland 2 draft of instructions to be given 
to the Commissioner who was to be appointed to locate the boundary line. The instruc- 
tions prescribed as the westerly boundary the meridian of the confluence of the Ohio 
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and Mississippi Rivers, known as the due north line, and as the northerly boundary the 
height of land. This was objected to by Ontario, and the boundary has remained ever 
since in dispute, although, in a report made by Sir John Macdonald on the 1st May, 1872, 
the importance of establishing it without delay was forcibly urged. It is to be inferred 
from the evidence of Col. Dennis, Deputy Minister of the Interior, that the Dominion 
claim made early in 1872, and which was at complete variance with the previous pre- 
tensions of that Government, was based on a report from himself to the Minister of 
Justice, Sir John A. Macdonald, dated 1st October, 1871. In that report it is expressly 
stated in section 18, that the Charter of the Hudson’s Bay Company described their 
grant “as extending over and including all lands and territories drained by the waters 
emptying into Hudson’s Bay,” and reference is made to a copy of the Charter, marked F. 
On this Mr. W. McD. Dawson remarks :—‘‘ Whereas there are no such words in it, nor 
anything that, as I would translate that very absurd document, could possibly bear such 
a construction.” Mr. McD. Dawson did not, when pointing out the mistake into which 
Col. Dennis had fallen, advert to the fact that this misquotation from a document which, 
it may be presumed, Sir John Macdonald accepted without ascertaining its correctness, 
was made the ground of a territorial claim which, although nearly ten years have elapsed, 
is still in dispute. 


AWARD SHOULD BE ADOPTED OR SET ASIDE ON APPEAL. 


The question at issue between Ontario and the other Provinces comprised in the 
Dominion is so important that I feel that it would be unbecoming in me to make any 
complaint of the treatment of the Arbitrators, who faithfully discharged a public duty 
which they were called upon to perform. Their unanimous award, arrived at after a 
careful study by each Arbitrator of the evidence in the case, and without previous con- 
sultation or communication of any kind with one another, has been attacked in a manner 
wholly without precedent, to the best of my belief. I am persuaded that no Government 
in Great Britain would repudiate an agreement entered into by its predecessors to leave 
a disputed question to arbitration. This, however, is a point which I have no intention 
of discussing. I merely wish to state that my own anxious desire would be that there 
should be an appeal to set-aside the award to the highest judicial tribunal. In the 
meantime I desire to record my entire dissent from the statement of Mr. 8. J. Dawson, 
as reported in Hansard, that “the award was made in the absence of anything like full 
‘information on the subject, and even without a due consideration of the information that 
' “was available ;” and having by your indulgence been permitted to explain the grounds on 
‘which the award was made, I rely with implicit confidence on the judgment of an 
‘enlightened public as to its merits. 


SUMMARY OF CHARGES—DEFENCE OF COUNSEL, 


I shall be as brief as possible in summing up, I think the charges may be stated 
as—Ist, “The whole case was thrown away—it looks almost as if it was deliberately 
thrown away.” “It was most wretchedly managed on the part of the Dominion.” 2nd, 
“They, the Arbitrators, did not affect to set up the true boundaries according to law ; 
‘they laid down a mere conventional or convenient boundary.” I have given the utter- 
ances of Sir John Macdonald in the House of Commons on the 18th March last as I find 
them in Hansard. In support of the first charge, Sir John Macdonald referred to the 
Imperial Act authorizing the surrender of Rupert’s Land and the North-West to Canada, 
and ‘stated that “the contention was not raised that the Act says that Rupert’s Land 
shall be held to be whatever was in possession or deemed to be in possession of the 
Hudgon’s Bay Company ;” and again, ‘‘to show how ineffectually the Dominion case was 
presented, I may say that that view of the subject was never presented before the Arbi- 
trators.” I fear very much that, owing doubtless to his more pressing duties, Sir John 
‘thas been unable to read the papers in the boundary case, and that he has relied on others, 
as in the case already noticed of Col. Dennis’s misquotation in 187], to supply him with 
‘facts. Had ‘he read the parliamentary blue book, he would have found, at page 254 in 
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the Dominion case submitted by Mr. MacMahon, Q.C., the statement that the 2nd section 
of the Act, 31 and 32 Vic. cap. 105, provides that Rupert’s Land “should include the 
whole of the lands and territories held or claimed to be held by the said Governor and 
Company.” The words underlined were placed in italics, but possibly by the framer of 
the report or some other official. Mr. MacMahon, however, in his address to the Arbi- 
trators, as will be seen at the foot of pages 283 and 284, specially brought the clause 
under consideration as being “a confirmation of everything that the Hudson’s Bay Com- 
pany had been claiming under their charter,” adding “that is a.point which I am sure 
the Arbitrators will not lose sight of in dealing with the question.” And yet Sir John 
Macdonald stated in the broadest and most explicit terms that Mr. MacMahon never pre- 
sented this view to the Arbitrators, and consequently deliberately threw away the case. 
A word now as to the Arbitrators. I can only answer for myself. My interpretation 
of the Rupert’s Land Act is that it was intended to convey to the Dominion the whole 
property of the Hudson’s Bay Company, with certain specified reservations that have no 
bearing on the point under consideration. I did not imagine that the Act could be so 
interpreted as to transfer territory belonging to a third party, and I am perfectly certain 
that if Sir John Macdonald's construction of the statute could be maintained, it would be 
in direct contradiction to the spirit and intention of the Act, anda gross act of injustice. I 
proceed to the second charge. The duty of the Arbitrators was to find the true boundaries 
of Ontario, and they are charged with declaring “‘a mere conventional or convenient boun- 
dary,” Now, for my present purpose, I shall refer merely to those pretensions which 
specially engaged the consideration of the Arbitrators as affecting the south-western 
boundary. On the claim under the Proclamation of 1791, which the Arbitrators held to 
be valid, notwithstanding the able arguments of counsel, of the Hon. Mr. Mills and 
others, including the Messrs. Dawson, one of whom, the Chairman of the Committee of 
1880, fixed the boundary at the White Earth River, 450 miles west of the Lake of the 
Woods, they concurred in the judgment of the Quebec Court in 1818 that no territory 
could be awarded to Ontario that was not comprised in the old Province of Quebec as 
created by the Act of 1774, modified by the Treaty of 1783 with the United States and 
by subsequent treaties. They entirely rejected the Dominion claim to a boundary on 
what is known as the due north line, and having no doubt whatever that the Mississippi 
River was the western boundary of the old Province of Quebec by the Act of 1774, and 
that by the Treaty of 1783 the south-western boundary must be either at the inter- 
national boundary at the north-western angle of the Lake of the Woods, or still further 
west, they decided in favour of that boundary which they were clearly of opinion Ontario 
was entitled to. On the north-east they were clearly of opinion that the height of land 
boundary could not be sustained, and that the true point of departure was the point on 
James’ Bay due north from the head of Lake Temiscamingue. 


CHARGE OF ADOPTING A CONVENIENT LINE REFUTED. 


The sole ground for the charge that they adopted a conventional or convenient boun- 
dary is, that the line connecting the north-eastern and south-western boundaries was 
adopted for the sake of convenience. The Arbitrators were guided in their decisions 
solely by Acts of Parliament, Proclamations authorized by Orders in Council on the 
authority of Acts of Parliament, and international treaties. They found in the Procla- 
mation of 1791, that after reaching James’ Bay, the description proceeded thus: 
“including all the territory westward and southward of the said line to the utmost extent 
of the country commonly called or known by the name of Canada.” If the critics of the 
award believe such language susceptible of the construction that it lays down a precise 
spot on the north-west as a boundary, then their charge might have some foundation, but 
the fact is that the language would have justified the Arbitrators in extending the boun- 
daries of Ontario very considerably. They were strongly urged by Col. Dennis, one of 
the permanent staff of the Department of the Interior, after their decision as to the south- 
westerly and north-easterly boundaries became known, 'to connect the two points by a 
natural boundary; and being aware of the fact that the Albany River had been formerly 
suggested by the Hudson’s Bay Company as a satisfactory southern boundary, they 
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adopted it. It is not a little singular that the award was promptly accepted by Ontario, 
although the only questions of doubt were decided in favour of the Dominion. Both on 
the west and north the doubts were whether Ontario should not have had more territory. 


THE MANITOBA BOUNDARY ACT. 


I must say a few words on the Boundary Act of last session, which appears to me 
to be a most extraordinary attempt to solve the question in controversy. The objection 
made to the award of the Arbitrators is that they did not find the true boundaries, but 
adopted a convenient boundary. I need not repeat my refutation of this allegation, but 
even on the assumption that it had any force, it would not apply to the western boundary, 
regarding which the Arbitrators were clearly of opinion that the international boundary 
at the north-western angle of the Lake of the Woods, was the true point of departure. 
The northern boundary which, owing to the vagueness of the language employed in the 
Proclamation issued under the Act of 1791, is more open to doubt, remains still in dis- 
pute between the Dominion and Ontario, so that the Act has simply engaged the Prov- 
ince of Manitoba in the controversy as to one branch of the award, and has thus made 
confusion worse confounded. Moreover, the Dominion is now contending for a territory 
on the north of Ontario and eastward of Manitoba’s new boundary, which could scarcely 
be erected into a Province. I do not think, however, that the Act of last session will 
prove disadvantageous to Ontario. It has put an end to the Dawson scheme of a new 
Province of Algoma, and it has rendered it almost necessary to settle the western boun- 
dary, in which Manitoba is interested, without reference to the northern boundary, with 
which that Province has no special concern. The western boundary is not only the most 
important, but the least open to doubt, as I think I have already clearly demonstrated, 
I will only add in conclusion that the Arbitrators were of opinion that having reference 
to all the facts of the case, the boundaries set forth in the award were supported to a 
larger extent than any other line by these facts, and by the considerations and reagons 
which should and would guide and govern the determination of the questions by any 
competent legal or other tribunal. 


Mr. Lyon, STipenpDIARY MAGISTRATE, TO THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL OF ONTARIO.* 


Rat Portace, 
* September 30th, 1881. 
To the Honourable OLttIvErR Mowat, 
Attorney-General. 


Sir,—I write to you for advice and direction in respect to the Division Courts. At 
the sitting of the Court held in May there were a number of cases disposed of, and the 
money was paid in some cases before execution ; in others, afterwards. The only parties 
who disputed the jurisdiction of the Court were the railway contractors. 

There were two cases entered subsequently that are not yet disposed of, and the 

parties will attend the next sitting of the Court to have their accounts adjusted. 
Is it the intention of the Government that I should continue to act as if no question 
of jurisdiction had been raised, and that the clerk receive and enter suits and issue execu- 
tions as if no interruption had taken place? So far we have kept the Court on foot; 
but, while claiming to have the right to enforce the civil law, have not encouraged 
litigation, nor have we advised parties having debts to collect not to enter them in suit. 
But suits have not been entered on account of the executions against the railway con- 
tractors not being enforced. 

Waiting your advice, 

I remain, Sir, 


Your obedient servant, 


W. D. Lyon, 
Stipendiary Magistrate. 


* Sess. Papers, Ont., 1882, No. 23. 
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REPORT OF THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL OF ONTARIO ON THE BOUNDARY 
QUESTION, Isr NOVEMBER, 1881.* 


The undersigned has the honour to submit the following report on the controversy 

of the last few years with respect to that large part of this Province to which the Domin- 

ion Government persistently refuse to acknowledge our title, notwithstanding the unani- 

mous award, three years ago, (8rd August, 1878,) of the Right Honourable Sir Edward 

Thornton, Her Majesty’s Ambassador at Washington, the Honourable Chief Justice 

Harrison, and the Honourable Sir Francis Hincks, K.C.M.G., mutually chosen by the 
two Governments to decide the matter. 

The territory in question consists of two parts, standing on a different footing from 
each other: (1) Territory lying north and west of the Height of Land which divides the 
waters flowing into the Great Lakes from those flowing into Hudson’s Bay ; and (2) the ter- 
ritory lying south and east of the same Height of Land. By an Act passed at its last ses- 
sion, the Federal Parliament transferred to the Province of Manitoba (so far as regards Pro- 
vincial jurisdiction) the claim which the Federal Government made to the territory south 
and east of the Height of Land, comprising an area of about 7,000 square miles, and 
to so much of the territory north and west of the same Height of Land as lies between 
the Province of Manitoba and the Province of Ontario, comprising a further area of 
about 32,000 square miles. 

The territory lying to the north and west of the Height of Land is claimed on behalf 
of the Dominion, as having become entitled to it in 1870, under a transfer or release of 
the interest theretofore claimed by the Hudson’s Bay Company therein, under their 
Charter dated 2nd May, 1670. 

' The disputed territory lying to the south and east of the same Height of Land 
was not claimed by the Hudson’s Bay Company under their Charter, nor was 
there any ground or pretence for so claiming it. Before 1870 this part had been 
treated at all times, and for all purposes, as belonging to this section of Canada. As 
such it had before Confederation been the subject of grants, licenses and other transac- 
tions on the part of the Provincial Government. So much of the territory as was from 
time to time settled or occupied by a white population was governed, without any ques- 
tion on the part of anybody, by the laws, courts and officers of Upper Canada ; 
and since Confederation the same territory hag uninterruptedly been governed by the 
laws, courts and officers of Ontario; it has had municipal organization as part of this 
Province; the Ontario District of Algoma has for all purposes of the Dominion and 
Province been considered to include it; and Provincial money has from time to time 
been expended in making surveys and bridges and other improvements, and in admin- 
istering justice and maintaining peace and order in the territory. 

The land on this side of the Height of Land is part of certain territory which was 
the subject of an Order in Council of the Government of Canada, and of a treaty by that 
Government with the Indians, as long ago as 1850. On the 11th January, 1850,+ the 
Government of Canada, by this Order in Council, which was approved by His Excellency 
the Governor-General, authorized the Honourable W. B. Robinson “on the part of the 
Government to negotiate with the several tribes [of Indians] for the adjustment of their 
claims to the lands in the vicinity of Lakes Superior and Huron, or of such portions of 
them as may be rejuired for mining purposes.” In pursuance of this authority, Mr. 
Robinson, ‘‘ on behalf of Her Majesty the Queen,” on the 7th September, 1850, entered 
into an agreement with ‘the principal men of the Ojibbeway Indians, inhabiting the 
northern shore of Lake Superior, in the said Province of Canada, from Batchewanaung 
Bay to Pigeon River at the western extremity of said lake,” whereby, in consideration 
of £2,000 in hand paid, “‘and for the further perpetual annuity of £500 to be paid and 
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+ Book of Arbitration Documents, p. 23. 


AREA OF ONTARIO AS COMPARED TO THAT OF OTHER PROVINCES, 433 


delivered to the said chiefs and their tribes at a convenient season of each summer, not 
later than the 1st day of August, at Mich ipicoten and Fort William, they the said chiefs and 
principal men [did] surrender, cede, grant and convey unto Her Majesty, her heirs and 
successors, all their right, title and interest in the territory ’’ therein described ; and 
thereby, ‘“‘ on behalf of Her Majesty and the Government of this Province,” it was 
agreed to make the said payment, « and, further, to allow the said chiefs and their tribes 
the full and free privilege to hunt over the territory now ceded. by them, to fish in the 
waters thereof as they have heretofore been in the habit of doing, saving and excepting 
only such portions of the said territory as may from time to time be sold or leased to 
individuals, or companies of individuals, and occupied by them with the consent of the 
Provincial Government.” The agreement also contained provisions with respect to the 
sale of mining locations or other property by ‘‘ the Government of this Province.” The 
Government of the Province acted on this treaty, with the consent and approval of Her 
Majesty’s representative, the Governor-General, up to the time of Confederation; and 
the Governments of Canada and Ontario continued to act upon it afterwards. 

Assuming that this territory, south and east of the Height of Land, is not within 
Ontario, the Dominion had no claim to it until an Order was made by Her Majesty in 

“Council, on the 31st July, 1880, whereby it was ordered and declared that «“ from and 
after the 1st of September, 1880, all British territories and possessions in North America, 
not already included within the Dominion of Canada, and all islands adjacent to any of such 
territories or possessions, shall (with the exception of the Colony of Newfoundland and 
its dependencies) become and be annexed to and form part of the said Dominion of Can- 
ada, and become and be subject to the laws, for the time being, in force in the said 
Dominion, in so far as such laws may be applicable thereto.”* 

The claim to the territory north and west of the Height of Land, as well as to the 
land south and east, is not new. All which is now in dispute, and more, were always 
claimed as part of Upper Canada by the Province of Canada, in its contests with the 
Hudson’s Bay Company and otherwise, long before the Confederation Act was thought 
of, and up to the time that that Act went into effect. The same claim was continuously 
insisted on afterwards by the Government of the Dominion, until the contest with the 
Company was put an end to in 1870, by its interests on this continent (whatever they 
were) being transferred to Canada. 

To prevent the recognition of the award by members of the House of Commons from 
constituencies lying within the other Provinces, the award has been represented as giy- 
ing to this Province an extensive territory to which it had no right; while the truth is, 
that the right of Ontario to all the territory awarded was established by an immense 
mass of evidence. The further fact is kept in the background, that the territory awarded 
to this Province is less than the Governments of the country had, up to the year 1870, 
justly claimed to belong to this section of Canada. 

With the same view, it has been suggested that this territory, if confirmed to | 
Ontario, would, in the not distant future, give to this Province undue weight in the 
Dominion. With this territory Ontario has an area of about 200,000 square miles ; but 
British Columbia has 890,344 square miles ;+ Keewatin District (as limited by the recent 
Manitoba Act), about 260,000; and Quebec is admitted to have 193,355,+ and probably | 
has considerably more, as the estimate of that area appears to assume that the Provy- 
ince of Quebec does not extend to the shore of Hudson’s Bay. Outside of its present 
Provinces, the Dominion has still an estimated area of more than 2,000,000 square 
miles for new Provinces. 'The loss of the territory in dispute would reduce the area of 
Ontario to 109,480 square miles.t Why should the area of our Province be reduced to 
half that of Quebec ? or to less than half the area of Keewatin ? or to less than one-third 
the area of British Columbia? The addition of the same territory to Manitoba would 
give to that Province an area of 154,411 square miles.+ Why is the area of Ontario to 
be reduced, and that of Manitoba extended, until Manitoba shall have an area one-half 


greater than Ontario ? 


* [This Order in Council is printed ante, p. 402.] 
+ Senate Debate on the Manitoba Bill of 1881, pp. 607, 608. 
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Having reference to the figures thus given, the notion of Ontario having in the 
future undue influence in the Dominion, as compared with its other Provinces, is absurd, 
even if the Provinces were represented in the House of Commons as Provinces; which 
they are not. The members of that body represent the counties, ridings, districts, and 
cities of the Dominion, and would represent their respective constituencies whether 
these, for Provincial purposes, were in one Province or another. 

The undersigned has said that our claim to the territory awarded to us is not new. 
A few of the many facts which illustrate this statement may be mentioned. 

On the 4th December, 1856,* the Secretary of State for the Colonies addressed to 
the Governor-General of Canada a despatch respecting the Hudson’s Bay Company ; and 
respecting certain important questions which the Company had raised, and the steps 
which Her Majesty’s Government had in contemplation regarding them. The despatch 
referred, amongst other things, to the Company’s claim to ‘‘ all the region under British 
Dominion watered by streams flowing into Hudson’s Bay;’ and stated that Her 
Majesty’s Government had “‘ determined on bringing the whole subject under the investi- 
gation of a Committee of the House of Commons at the earliest convenient time ;” that 
the inquiry would be mainly directed to the question of the renewal of a certain license 
granted to the Company in 1838, but that ‘it must incidentally embrace the general! 
position and prospects of the Hudson's Bay Company ; and, as many points might arise 
in the course of inquiry which might affect the interests of Canada, His Excellency was 
instructed to consider, with the advice of his Council, the question whether it might be 
desirable to send witnesses to appear before the Committee, or in any other manner to 
cause the views of the Provincial Government, and the interests of the Canadian com- 
munity, to be represented before the Committee. 

In reply, on the 17th January, 1857, a Minute of Council,} approved by His 
Excellency, was transmitted to the Colonial Secretary, in which it was stated, amongst 
other things, that ‘‘ the general feeling here is strongly that the western boundary of 
Canada extends to the Pacific Ocean ;’ that the Committee of Council were most anx- 
ious that Canadian interests should be properly represented before the proposed Com- 
mittee of the House; and that opportunity should be afforded for carefully and closely 
watching any evidence which might be adduced before that body; that the Committee 
would take the earliest occasion to suggest to His Excellency the manner in which they 
conceived this could be best accomplished ; that situated as Canada is, she necessarily 
has an immediate interest in every portion of British North America; and that the 
question of the jurisdiction and title claimed by the Hudson’s Bay Company is to her 
of paramount importance. 

An official paper by the Commissioner of Crown Lands of Canada was prepared,{ 
claiming, on grounds therein elaborately set forth, that the westerly boundary of the Prov- 
ince extended ‘‘ as far as British territory, not otherwise organized, would carry it, which 
would be to the Pacific ; or, if limited at all, it would be by the first waters of the Missis- 
sippi which a due west line from the Lake of the Woods intersected, which would be 
the White Earth River ;” and with respect to the northerly boundary, the Commissioner 
pointed out that “ the only possible conclusion is, that Canada is either bounded in that 
direction by a few isolated posts on the shore of Hudson’s Bay, or else that the Com- 
pany’s territoryis . . . amyth, and consequently that Canada has no particular 
limit in that direction.” 

The Honourable William H. Draper, Chief Justice of the Court of Common Pleas 
of Upper Canada, was appointed by the Government of Canada as a special agent to 
represent ‘‘ Canadian rights and interests before the proposed Committee of the House 
of Commons.” Instructions for his mission were communicated to him by letter on 
the 20th February, 1857.§ 


* Sessional Papers, Canada, 1857, Vol. 15, No.1.. | The despatch is printed ante, p, 1. ] 
+ Sessional Papers, Canada, 1857, Vol. 15, No17. [The Minute in Council is printed ante, p. 2.] 


¢ Book of Arbitration Documents, p. 243; Journals of Legislative Assembly, Canada, Vol. 15, No. 
17 (B). [This document is printed ante, p. 6.] 


§ [Printed ante, p. 4.] 


CHIEF JUSTICE DRAPER’S OPINION AS TO THE WESTERN BOUNDARY, 435 


eae 


_ All these papers were brought down to the Legislative Assembly as Returns to 
Addresses of that honourable body, dated respectively the 2nd and 16th March, 1857, 
and are to be found in the appendix to the Sessional Papers of that year (No. 17). 

The Government of Canada thus sent Chief J ustice Draper to England for the pur- 
pose of resisting the very claim of the Hudson’s Bay Company which the Dominion 
afterwards made and still makes as the transferees of that Company ; and that dis- 
tinguished jurist resisted the Company's claim accordingly before a Committee of the 
House of Commons, and otherwise, in that year. 

In the same session, viz., on the 11th May, 1857, the Legislative Assembly 
appointed a Select Committee to receive and collect evidence and information as to the 
rights of the Hudson’s Bay Company under their charter, and as to other * matters 
relating to the territory. The only evidence taken was against the claim then made by 
the Company, and now made by the Federal authorities. The Committee made their 
report on the 8th June, 1857, submitting the evidence to the consideration of the House. 
The House was prorogued on the 10th June. 

Meanwhile, viz., on the 28th May and 4th June, 1857, Chief Justice Draper was 
examined before the Committee of the House of Commons in England ; and, on the 
subject ‘of the claim of the Hudson’s Bay Company, stated (among other things) as 
follows: ‘At present it is understood by us that the Hudson’s Bay Company claim, as 
a legal right, all the land which is drained by any streams, no matter how remote their 
sources may be, which flow into either the Hudson’s Bay Straits or Hudson’s Bay. 
We consider that that is an ill-founded claim, principally upon this ground—that it is a 
claim of which we can find no trace until a very modern period, and is quite inconsistent 
with the claims advanced by that Company for nearly a century and a half. To gave 
time, I have prepared extracts from various documents emanating from the Company 
themselves, with some few other documents. It is a paper which it would save a great 
deal of time to put in, because I can give every place where the extracts are taken from, 
and therefore reference to the original documents can always be had. I would also 
desire to say that in every extract which I have made, I have made it a complete extract 
of all that is stated on the question; and if it involves anything favourable to the 
_ Hudson’s Bay Company, it will be found in those portions of which I have made the 
extract.”* The paper thus referred to as containing, not merely what favoured the 
Canadian claim, but also everything favourable to the Hudson’s Bay Company, was 
amongst the papers before the Arbitrators in 1878, having been printed in the Book of 
Documents for the purposes of the arbitration. (Pages 235 and 240.) 

Afterwards, viz., on the 12th of June, 1857, the learned Chief Justice communi- 
cated to the Government of Canada his opinion, that if the matter were submitted to the 
Privy Council, its decision would give ‘to Canada a clear right west to the line of the 
Mississippi, and some considerable distance north of what the Hudson’s Bay Company 
claim,” { though not the ‘ territory west of the westernmost head of the Mississippi.” 
The Chief Justice thought that the Canadian Government had claimed too much in 
claiming beyond that point, to the Rocky Mountains. The award which the Federal 
authorities refuse to recognize has assigned to us part only of the territory described by 
the Chiet Justice as territory to which we had a “clear rightiep cel 

It is further to be noted that public money was from time to time expended by the 
Province of Canada in opening roads, and otherwise in the now disputed territory. { 

After Confederation, the same views were taken of the territorial question, and the 
like course of action was pursued by the Dominion Government and Parliament, as had 
been adopted by the Government and Parliament of the Province. is! 

Thus, in 1868, the sum of $20,000 was appropriated by the Dominion for the 
construction of a road from the Lake of the Woods to Fort Garry, on Red River; and 


‘ Bai lieve oA Juesti 56, p. 3 . [See the paper in ques- 
* Hudson’s Bay Report, Coms., Eng., 1857, p. 212, Question 4056, p. 374, ete [Si qu 
say p. 37, fakes and another paper submitted by the Chief Justice to the Secretary of State for the Colonies, 
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the money was spent accordingly. The whole of this road was in territory which the 
Dominion authorities now say was then no part of Canada. 

Again, in an official letter of the Canadian Ministers, Sir George H. Cartier and 
the Hon. William McDougall, to Sir Frederic Rogers, Bart., Under-Secretary of State 
for the Colonies, dated 16th January, 1869, they pointed out that ‘the boundaries of 
Upper Canada on the north and west were declared, under the authority of the 
Constitutional Act of 1791, to include ‘all the territory to the westward and southward’ 
of the ‘boundary line of Hudson’s Bay, to the utmost extent of the country commonly 
called or known by the name of Canada;’” and they added that ‘‘whatever doubt may 
exist as to the ‘utmost extent’ of old or French Canada, no impartial investigator of 
the evidence in the case can doubt that it extended to, and included, the country 
between the Lake of the Woods and Red River. he Government of Canada, therefore, 


does not admit, but on the contrary denies, and has always denied, the pretensions of 


the Hudson’s Bay Company to any right of soil, beyond that of squatters, in the 
territory ‘‘ between the Lake of the Woods and Red River,” that being the territory to 
which the matter which called forth the letter referred.* _The Federal Government 
thus claimed for us a western line beyond the lne which the Arbitrators have awarded 
to us, and insisted that no ‘impartial investigator” of the evidence could doubt our 
right to it. 

3 So much as to the views and acts of the Province of Canada and Dominion of 
Canada until the year 1870. In that year the Federal Government ceased to be 
‘‘impartial investigators of the evidence.” Having obtained a transfer of the interests 
of the Hudson’s Bay Company, that Government soon afterwards reversed the position 
always theretofore taken in this country with regard to the extent of Canada. They 
now insist that Canada had more contracted limits than even its old antagonists, the 
Hudson's Bay Company, had argued for; and that the views maintained and acted upon 
by Canadian Governments and public men up to 1870 were so utterly and clearly 
unfounded, that, though confirmed as to part of the territory by solemn award, the 
award.must be resisted both passively and actively, regardless of consequences. The 
particulars of this transfer of 1870 may here be stated. 

By the British North America Act (30 and 31 Victoria, ch. 3, sec. 3), the Provinces 
of Canada, Nova Scotia and New Brunswick were formed into one Dominion under the 
name of Canada. By section 6 it was enacted that ‘‘the parts of the Province of 
Canada . . .. which formerly constituted respectively the Provinces of Upper 


Canada and Lower Canada shall be deemed to be severed, and shall form two separate . 


Provinces—the part which formerly constituted the Province of Upper Canada shall 
constitute the Province of Ontario; and the part which formerly constituted the Province 
of Lower Canada shall constitute the Province of Quebec.” And by the 146th section 
it was enacted that the Queen, by the advice of Her Majesty’s Privy Couneil, might. 
‘admit Rupert’s Land and the North-Western territory, or either of them, into the 
Union, . . .. subject to the provisions of this Act; and the provisions of any Order 
in Council in that behalf shall have effect as if they had been enacted by the Parlia- 
ment of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland.” 

By a joint Address to Her Majesty from the two Houses of the Canadian Parliament,. 
in December, 1867, it was prayed that Her Majesty would be graciously pleased ‘ to 
unite Rupert’s Land and the North-Western territory with the Dominion of Canada,” 
and it was therein stated “that, upon the transference of the territories in question to 
the Canadian Government, the claims of the Indian tribes to compensation for lands. 
required for purposes of settlement would be considered and settled in conformity with 
the equitable principles which have uniformly governed the Crown in its dealing with 
the aborigines.” } 

By another joint Address to Her Majesty from the two Houses of the Canadian 
Parliament, in May, 1869, it was again prayed that Her Majesty would be graciously 
pleased ‘to unite Rupert’s Land on the terms and conditions’ therein mentioned (but 
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not material to the present question), ‘and also to unite the North-Western territory 
with the Dominion of Canada,” as before prayed.* 

Accordingly, by an Order in Council, dated 23rd June, 1870, it was ordered and 
declared by Her Majesty, by and with the advice of Her Privy Council, that from and 
alter the 15th July, 1870, ‘the said North-Western Territory shall be admitted into 
and become part of the Dominion of Canada” upon certain terms and conditions 
therein referred to, and that “Rupert’s Land shall, from and after the said date, be 
admitted into and become part of the Dominion of Canada” upon certain other terms 
and conditions in the said Order mentioned. + 

It has of late been argued, or asserted, that this Order deprived Ontario of any 
territory theretofore claimed by the Hudson’s Bay Company. No contention could be 
more unfounded. (1) Her Majesty had no power to deprive Ontario of any part of its 
territory, the British North America Act having expressly declared that the territory 
‘which formerly constituted the Province of Upper Canada shall constitute the Prov- 
ince of Ontario; ” and the enactment as to the annexing of the North- Western Territor y 
by Her Majesty in Council was expressly ‘subject to the provisions of this Act.” 
(2) The Order in Council did not intend to take away any part of our territory. 

A year after the claims of the Hudson’s Bay Company had been disposed of, viz., 
on the 17th July, 1871, His Honour the Lieutenant-Governor of this Province, by a 
despatch addressed to the Secretary of State for the Provinces, called the attention of 
the Federal Government “ to the necessity which exists for the settlement of the true 
boundary or division line separating the Province of Ontario, from what is known as the 
North-West Territory,” observing that “the importance of accomplishing this object 
(had) been recognized both by the House of Commons and the Legislature of this 
Province, and appropriations made by them for defraying the expense of a Commission 
for that purpose, one member of which to be appointed by His Excellency the Governor- 
General, and the other by” the Lieutenant-Governor. The despatch referred to ‘‘ the 
necessity of having the boundary line in question ascertained without delay.” { 

Accordingly, in July, 1871, the Government of the Dominion appointed their 
Commissioner, and in September, 1871, the Ontario Government appointed theirs.§ 
These Commissioners were to co-operate with one another in determining the boundary. 

On the 1st of October, 1871, J. S. Dennis, an officer in the service of the Dominion 
Government, at the request of its Premier, made a report to him on the question of 
the boundaries ‘‘between the Province of Ontario and the Dominion lands, or North- 
West Territories.”|| In this report Mr. Dennis maintained—contrary to all Canada’s 
past contentions with the Hudson’s Bay Company, and in opposition to all past acts of 
the successive Governments of Canada—that Ontario did not extend in the west beyond 
the meridian of the confluence of the Ohio and Mississippi Rivers (longitude about 89°) ;{] 
thus excluding not only ‘‘ the country between the Lake of the Woods and Red River,”’ 
but also the Lake of the Woods itself and a breadth of some hundreds of miles between 
that lake and the said meridian, to which territory the award has declared Ontario to 
be entitled. The territory thus said not to belong to this Province includes the village 
of Prince Arthur’s Landing and the Township of McIntyre, with a population of 2,500; 
the Township of Oliver, with a population of 500; the Village of Fort William and 
Township of Neebing, with a population of 1,250; Mattawan, with a population of 250 ; 
and Sibley, 750. There is a further population along the line of the railway works.** 

The report of Mr. Dennis further alleged that the northern boundary of Ontario 
was the Height of Land already mentioned. 

- In support of these views, the report contained a statement that the charter of the 


* * Journals, Canadian Senate, 1869, p. 125. [Printed ante, p. 183. ] 
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§ Book of Arbitration Documents, p. 340. [The Orders in Council are printed ante, pp. 207, 208.] 
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Hudson’s Bay Company (dated 2nd May, 1670,) described the grant to the Company as 
‘extending over and including all lands and territories drained by the waters emptying 
into Hudson’s Bay.” The report was made ex parte, and without any communication 
with the Government of Ontario. The haste with which it was prepared is manifest 
from the fact that the charter contained no such description as the report thus professed 
to quote. That description was merely the construction which had in recent times been i 
placed on the charter by the Company itself, and which as well the companies contending 
with the Hudson’s Bay Company, as the Province and Dominion of Canada, had always 
repudiated. The report makes no reference to, and no doubt was prepared without its 
author being aware of, some of the most important documents and other proofs on 
which the rights of Ontario are based. No copy of the report appears to have been 
communicated to the Ontario Government; and the report was not known to this 
Government until after it had been produced by Mr. Dennis to the Committee of the 
Iiouse of Commons of Canada in 1880. 

By an Order in Council, approved on the 28th of November, 1871,* the con- 
stitutional advisers of His Excellency the Governor-General of Canada obtained the 
sanction of the Crown to the statement that ‘it was of much consequence that the 
ascertaining and fixing on the ground of the boundary line in question should be as 
far as possible expedited.” : 

On the 9th of March, 1872,+ the Hon. William McDougall, the Commissioner of 
the Ontario Government, reported that he had not yet been put in communication with 
the Commissioner appointed on behalf of the Dominion, but had conferred with certain 
officers and members of the Dominion Government, and had reason to believe that the 
Commissioner of the Dominion would take the ground that a line due north from the 
junction of the Ohio with the Mississippi is the legal western boundary of Ontario, or 
that the height of land west and north of Lake Superior is the utmost western limit of 
the Province. Mr. McDougall further stated that his own opinion was that the limit 
was much further west. 

A few days afterwards, viz., on the 14th of March, 1872,+ a communication was 
made by the Secretary of State to the Lieutenant-Governor of this Province, claiming 
in effect, and for the first time, that the westerly boundary of the Province extended only: 
to the more limited of the two boundaries mentioned by Mr. McDougall, viz., to the. 
meridian of the junction of the Ohio and Mississippi, and that the northern boundary: 
extended only to the height of land dividing the waters which flow into the Hudson's 
Bay from those emptying into the valleys of the Great Lakes. This claim was embodied 
in a draft of instructions prepared by the Dominion Government, to be given to their 
Commissioner. The claim was promptly repudiated on behalf of this Province by an. 
Order in Council, passed on the 25th of March, 1872,§ approved by the Lieutenant- 
Governor, and communicated at once to the Federal Government, to the effect that the. 
Province claimed that the boundary line was very different from the line so defined by 
the said instructions; that the Province could not consent to the prosecution of the 
Commission for marking on the ground the line so defined ; and that the Commissioner. 
appointed by the Government of Ontario should, therefore, be instructed to abstain from. 

_ taking any further action under his commission. 

By an Order in Council, approved on the 9th of April, 1872,|| the Federal advisers , 
of His Exeellency the Governor-General obtained the assent of the Crown to the opinion, 
that ‘ It is of the greatest consequence to the peace and well-being of the country in the 
vicinity of the dividing line that no question as to jurisdiction, or the means of preven- 
tion or punishment of crime, should arise or be allowed to continue,” and that ‘both 
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Governments would feel it their duty to settle without delay upon some proper mode « f 
determining, in an authoritative manner, the true position of such boundary.” 

On the 26th of April, 1872,* the Federal Government applied to the Government 
of Ontario for payment of certain accounts, amounting to $4,035.75, for the maintenance 
of a police force at Thunder Bay, and for cash advances for the Court House at Prince 
Arthur’s Landing, the said localities being west of the due north line. On the 25th of 
June, cheques in favour of the Dominion Government for the sums of $215.02 anl 
$793.31 respectively were transmitted by his Honour the Lieutenant-Governor to the 
Government at Ottawa, in discharge of items in connection with the Court House at 
Prince Arthur’s Landing ; and with reference to the other items, for the maintenance 
of a police. force at Thunder Bay, His Honour requested information as to the authority, 
from the-Province of Ontario, upon which the Province was asked to pay therefor. This 
information does not appear to have been given, and no further payments appear to have 
been made. 

By another Order in Council, approved on the 16th of May, 1872,+ His Excellency’s 
Federal advisers obtained the assent of the Crown to the further statement, in reference 
to the disputed territory, that ‘‘it is very material that crime should not be unpunished 
or unprevented ;”’ and ‘‘in this view,” the Government of Ontario was “ invited to con- 
cur in a statement of the case for immediate reference” to the Judicial Committee of 
the Privy Council of England. It was further stated that ‘‘this is the more necessary, 
as no conventional arrangement between the two Governments as to boundary can confer 
criminal jurisdiction on the Courts of Ontario, unless the place where any crime may be 
committed is by law within the Province;” and that “the mineral wealth of the 
north-west country is likely to attract a large immigration into those parts, and with a 
view to its development, as well as to prevent the confusion and strife that is certain to 
arise and continue amoug the miners and other settlers so long as the uncertainty as to 
boundary exists,” the Government of Ontario was ‘‘urged to arrange with that of the 
Dominion for some joint course of action as to the granting of land and of mining licenses, 
reservation of royalties, etc.,’’ and for this purpose it was suggested that the Government 
of Ontario should ‘‘ appoint a Commissioner to meet the Hon. J. C. Aikins, and arrange 
some joint system; and that any such arrangement, when ratified by the two Govern- 
ments, shall be held to bind both, and shall be subject to the decision of the Judicial 
Committee of the Privy Council upon the question of boundary; and that, after such 
decision, titles to lands or mining rights shall be confirmed by the Government, whether 
of Canada or of Ontario, as shall, under the decision of the Judicial Committee, be the 
proper party to legalize the same.” 

By an Order in Council, approved by His Honour the Lieutenant-Governor, on the 
31st day of May, A.D. 1872, regret was expressed that the Government of Canada did 
not propose in any respect to modify its views with reference to the boundaries, opposed 
as those views were to the general tenor of the expressions and conduct of the Govern- 
ments of the late Province of Canada and of the Dominion in the past. Regret was also 
expressed that the Government of Canada was not prepared to negotiate for the purpose 
of arriving at a conventional arrangement as regards the boundaries. It was inferred that 
the Government of Canada disapproved of that course, in consequence of the difficulty 
stated in the following extract from a memorandum of the Minister of Justice :—‘* No con- 
ventional arrangement between the two Governments as to boundary can confer criminal 
jurisdiction on the Courts of Ontario, unless the place where any crime may be committed 
is by law within the Province;” and attention was called to the third clause of the Act 
of the Imperial Parliament, passed 29th of June, 1871, cap. 28, which is in these words: 
“The Parliament of Canada may, from time to time, with the consent of the Legislature 
of any Province of the said Dominion, increase, diminish, or otherwise alter the limits of 
such Province, upon such terms and conditions as may be agreed to by the said Legisla- 
ture, and may, with the like consent, make provision respecting the effect and operation 
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of any such increase, or diminution, or alteration of territory in relation to any Province 
affected thereby.” It was observed, that ‘ under the operation of this clause, it is quite 
possible to arrive at a conventional settlement of the question by the joint action of the 
Executive and Legislative authorities of the Dominion and of the Province ;” and that, 
with reference to the emergency arising out of the expected immigration during the 
spring and summer, ‘a short Act of the Parliament of Canada—providing that the 


Government of Canada by this Government—would, though open to some objection, 
afford the best practicable solution of that difficulty.” With reference to the proposed 
submission to the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, it was remarked that ‘the 
solution of the boundary question depends upon numerous facts, the evidence as to many 
of which is procurable only in America, and. the collection of which would involve the 
expenditure of much time;” and the opinion was expressed that “upon the whole, the 
more satisfactory way of settling the question, should the Government of Canada still 
decline to negotiate for a conventional boundary, would be by a reference to a Commis- 
sion sitting on this side of the Atlantic ;” and, “ without for the present dealing definitely 
with the proposal of the Government of Canada for a reference to the Judicial Com- 
mittee,” this counter-suggestion was made to that Government. <A “ strong conviction ” 
was expressed ‘‘ that it is the duty of the Government of Ontario to retain, in the mean- 
time, the control of the lands within the boundaries claimed by it ; but, as it is anxious 
that the policy of the Government of Ontario with reference to the disposition of these 
lands should, so far as practicable, conform to the views of the Government of Canada, 
it was agreed “that an effort should be made to avoid the possible difficulties arising 
from the claims put forward by that Government,” and with this view, the Honourable 
R. W. Scott was requested to confer with the Honourable J. C, Aikins, as proposed by 
the despatch of the 16th May. 

By another Order in Council, approved on the 7th November, 1872,* His Excel- 
lency the Governor-General’s Federal advisers obtained the further sanction of the Crown 
to the statement that ‘the importance of obtaining an authoritative decision as to the 
limits to the north and to the west of the Province of Ontario had already been affirmed 
by a Minute in Council,” and that “ the establishment of criminal and civil jurisdiction, 
and the necessity of meeting the demands of settlers and miners for the acquisition of 
titles to lands, combined to render guch a decision indispensable.” 

On the 18th March, 1873, T. K. Ramsay, Esq., Q.C., who had previously been 
employed for this purpose by the Dominion Government,+ made a report, giving what — 
he called ‘‘ the strictly legal view ” of the question, and setting forth elaborately and ably 
whatever could be found or said in support of the limits suggested in Mr. Dennis’ report. 
Mr, Ramsay’s investigations and report were made without the knowledge of the Ontario 
Government, and without his having seen some important documents in favour of the 
claim of Ontario which came to light afterwards, and were submitted to the Arbitrators. t 
The report was addressed to the Hon. A. Campbell, Postmaster-General, and has 
appended to it the following memorandum with reference to the territory south and east 
of the height of land: 


not less important, and that is, the equitable side of the question. In creating the 
Province of Ontario, it is not possible to conceive that the Imperial Legislature intended 
to convey to that Province, and to the Province of Quebec, less territory than the late 
Province of Canada actually enjoyed. Now, it is incontestable that up to 1867 the 
Government of Canada, de facto extended to the height of land which forms the water 
shed of the water system of the St. Lawrence and the Great Lakes. This is made 
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apparent by the registers of the Executive Council, by which we find that a Commis- 
sioner was appointed to obtain the surrender of the claims of the Indians to the lands 
in the vicinity of Lakes Superior and Huron, or of such of them as may be required for 
mining purposes. The Commissioner executed a treaty by which he obtained a portion 
of the very territory that would be cut off from the Province of Ontario, if the dispositions 
of the Act of 1774 were literally observed; ‘from the Batchewanoning Bay to Pigeon River, 
at the western extremity of the said lake (Superior), and inland to that extent to the 
height of land which separates the territory covered by the charter of the Honourable 
the Hudson’s Bay Company from the said tract, and also the islands in the said lake 
within the boundaries of the British possessions therein.’ There are doubtless other 
Acts of authority beyond the meridian indicated in the foregoing report. In the De 
Reinhardt trial, Mr. Coltman, a Magistrate for the District of Quebec, and a Commissioner 
in the Indian Territory, in his evidence, said :—*‘I1 est notoire que les writs des magis- 
trates du district ouest du Haut Canada sont émanés pour etre exécutes a Fort 
William.’ It would, therefore, seem that in fairness to the Province of Ontario the old 
line of the height of land should be adopted as the western as well as the northern 
bouiglary of the Province of Ontario.” 

he Federal Parliament was in session at the date of this report, and was prorogued 
on the 13th of August following. Parliament again met on the 23rd October, and was 
prorogued on the 7th November, a change of Government having in the meantime taken 
place. A general election was held in J anuary, 1874, and Parliament again assembled 
on 26th March, and was in session until 26th May. During these occurrences the 
negotiations between the Dominion Government and the Government of Ontario made 
no material progress. 

On the 26th of June, 1874, a provisional arrangement was made for the sale of 
lands in the disputed territory, by the adoption of a conventional boundary on the west 
and north.* It was agreed, that this conventional boundary should, on the west, be the 
meridian line passing through the most easterly point of Hunter’s Island, run south 
until it should meet the boundary line between the United States and Canada, and 
north until it should intersect the 51st parallel of latitude; and that the 51st parallel 
of latitude should be the conventional boundary of the Province on the north; that until the 
true boundaries should be ascertained, all patents for lands in the disputed territory to the 
east and south of these conventional boundaries should be issued by the Government of 
Ontario; and all patents for lands on the west or north of these conventional boundaries 
should be issued by the Dominion Government; that when the true west and north 
boundaries of Ontario should be definitely adjusted, each of the respective Governments 
should confirm and ratify such patents as might be issued by the other for lands then 
ascertained not to be within the territory of the Government which granted them; that 
each of the respective Governments should also account for the proceeds of such lands 
as the true boundaries, when determined, might show to belong of right to the other ; 
that the Government of the Dominion should transfer to the Government of the Prov- 
ince all applications for lands lying to the east and south of the conventional boundaries, 
and also all deposits paid on the same; that the Ontario Government should transfer 
to the Dominion Government all applications for lands lying to the west or north of the 
Same boundaries, and likewise all deposits paid thereon ; that such of the said applica- 
tions as are bona fide and in proper form should be dealt with finally according to the 
priority of the original filing ; and that where applications for the same lands have been 
filed in the Departments of both Governments, the priority should be reckoned as if all 
had been filed in one and the same office. The westerly provisional line thus agreed 
upon is in longitude about 91°.+ 


* Book of Arbitration Documents, p. 347. [See the agreement p. 244, ante. | 0 
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most easterly point of Hunter’s Island, is variously shewn on the several maps consulted as ranging from 
91° 4’ 33” to 91° 18’, probably due to the configuration of the island not being perhaps accurately known. 
Mr. Thompson, the N. W. Co.’s astronomer, who was also a principal surveyor to the international boundary 
commissioners under the Treaty of Ghent, appears to place the most easterly point of the island in the longi- 
tude first above mentioned—viz.: 91° 4’ 33”; Mr. Dawson in his map of the Dawson Route, etc., places it at 
about 91°14’; and the Ontario Boundary Map in about 91°18’. The difference between the two extremes 
would not in that latitude exceed 12 miles.—G. E. L.] 
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This arrangement continued in force until the award was made. Since the making 
of the award this Government has refrained from making any grants of land in the dis- 
puted territory. It is said that the Dominion has taken a different course, and has 
made grants, or promises of grants, on which parties have acted. This Government has 
repeatedly and courteously, but vainly, asked the Federal Government for informa- 
tion, and there seems no conceivable reason for not giving it, unless such grants or 
promises have been made and there is a desire to keep back the facts as long as possible 
from the Government and people of this Province. The despatches from this Govern- 
ment requesting the information are mentioned hereinafter. 

On the 12th of November, 1874, the Governmentof the Dominion, by Orderin Council,* 
consented to concur in a proposition-theretofore made by the Government of Ontario, 
to determine the northerly and westerly boundaries of the Province by means of a reference 
to arbitrators. Information was from time to time given to Parliament by the Govern- 
ment of Canada, and to the Ontario Legislature by the Government of the Province, 
with respect to the progress of the arrangements for this reference. In May, 1878, the 
Parliament of Canada granted $15,000 to defray the expenses of the Ontario Boundary 
Commission, meaning thereby the said reference. g 

From the year 1874 both Governments occupied themselves in making an exhaus- 
tive collection of all the documents, facts and evidence bearing upon the controversy, 
including all that had been relied on upon either side in past discussions. All were 
printed for the purpose of the arbitration, and inaform which facilitated to the greatest 
practicable degree the full and prompt examination of the questions at issue.t Cases 
also were prepared on both sides, containing a summary of the respective claims and. 
the reasons therefor; and these cases likewise were printed. 

On the 3ist July, 1878, formal Orders in Councilt were passed, embodying and 
giving effect to arrangements theretofore made in regard to the arbitration. By an Order of 
the Privy Council, approved by His Excellency the Governor-General on the said day, 
after reciting in effect that under previous Orders in Council the subject of the northern 
and western boundaries of the Province of Ontario had been referred to the Hon. Wm, 
B. Richards, then Chief Justice of Ontario, and named as referee on behalf of that 
Province ; that that gentleman having subsequently resigned as arbitrator, the Hon. R. 
A. Harrison, who had been appointed by His Excellency the Governor-General to suc- 
ceed him in the Chief Justiceship, was appointed by this Government as arbitrator in 
his place; that Sir Francis Hincks had been named on behalf of the Dominion as 
another arbitrator ; and that subsequently to the action taken under Order in Council 
of 12th November, 1874, it had been mutually agreed between the two Governments of 
the Dominion and Ontario that the Right Honourable Sir Edward Thornton, Her 
Majesty’s Ambassador at Washington, should be selected as third referee ; such selec- 
tion was by this Order of the 31st July, 1878, confirmed; and it was declared that the 
determination of the three referees should be final and conclusive upon the limits to be 
and taken as and for each boundary respectively. An Order in Council of the same date, 
and to the same effect, was passed in this Province and approved of by His Honour the 
Lieutenant-Governor of the Province. 

Counsel for the two Governments having been heard by the arbitrators, the arbi- 
trators, on the 3rd August, 1878, delivered their award,§ wherein they determined and 
decided what “are and shall be the northerly and westerly boundaries” of the Provinee. 

The award so made negatived the claim of the Federal Government to confine our 
westerly boundary to the meridian of the junction of the Ohio and Mississippi, and our 
northerly boundary to the Height of Land already mentioned; but the award confined 
the westerly and northerly parts of the Province to limits narrower than had theretofore 


* [Printed p. 247, ante. ] 


+See Book of Arbitration Documents, pp. 1-448; Report of Boundary Commission, Jour. House of 
Commons, Canada, 1880, pp. 237-301. 


{Sessional Papers, Ontario, 1879, No. 42. [These Orders are printed ante, p. 266.] 


§ Report of Boundary Committee, House of Commons, Can., 1880, p. 480. [The arguments of counsel 
are printed at p. 304, ante, and the award of the arbitrators at p. 370, ante. ] rT’ pont 
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been claimed for them, determining the same to be in effect as follows: Our westerly 
boundary was declared to extend to the most north-westerly angle of the Lake of the. 
Woods; and our northerly boundary was declared to be a line therein described, and 
extending from a specified point on the southern shore of James’ Bay to Albany River ; 
thence up the middle of Albany River and of the lakes thereon; thence to English 
River; and through that middle of that river to a point where the line would be inter- 
sected by a true meridian line drawn northerly from the most north-westerly angle of 
the Lake of the Woods. The most north-westerly angle of this lake is in longitude. 
95° 14’ 38” W. ‘ 

That the territory of Ontario on the west. extended at least as far as the award thus 
assigned to the Province, was demonstrated by a mass of evidence which there appears 
no danger of ever seeing overcome. The only point upon which there could be a rea- 
sonable doubt was, whether our true boundary was not still farther west ; and if so, how 
much farther west. The reason of the doubt may be shortly explained. 

By the Act of 1774 (14 Geo. III, e. 88, and commonly called the Quebec Act)—as 
interpreted by its history and known objects, by the surrounding circumstances, by the 
Royal Commissions issued thereunder shortly afterwards, and by the contemporaneous 
official and unofficial expositions of the Act—the Province was to extend, on the west, to 
the banks of the Mississippi River ‘‘to its source.’’* Subsequently, viz., in 1783, the 
southerly part of this territory was ceded to the United States, that is, to a line through 
the middle of Lakes Ontario, Erie and Huron ; thence through Lake Superior, Long- 
Lake, and the Lake of the Woods, to the ‘‘ most north-western point thereof; and from 
thence cn a due west course to the River Mississippi.”+ The arbitrators having given 
to Ontario a boundary no farther west than ‘the most north-western point of the Lake 
of the Woods,” the boundary so given is clearly not beyond the true limit. But the 
line was to go from that point ‘“‘on a due west course to the River Mississippi.” 
There is no river now called the Mississippi which this due west line would intersect ; 
but there are tributaries west of Manitoba which such a line would touch, the first of 
them being the White Earth River, the waters of which flow into the River Missouri, a 
branch of the Mississippi. ‘The White Earth River, or some other stream falling into 
the Missouri, and thence into the Mississippi, might very well have been held to be the 
Mississippi referred to in the Act of 1774, in the Treaty of 1783, and in the Royal Com- 
mission issued afterwards (22nd April, 1786,) to Sir Guy Carleton as Governor-General. 
But, as between Great Britain and the United States, by the joint effect of the subse- 
quent treaties of 1794, 1814, 1818 and 1842,} the source of the Mississippi was in effect 
taken to be, as between the United States and the British possessions, in Turtle Lake, 
at a point south of the most north-western point of the Lake of the Woods and in nearly 
the same longitude; and it was agreed that the boundary (in that direction) between 
the United States and the British possessions should be a line drawn due south from. 
this point to the 49th parallel of north latitude, and along that parallel to the Rocky 
Mountains. Manitoba, lying east of the White Earth River, was set apart by the 
Federal Parliament as a separate Province, without protest from the then Government 
or Legislature of Ontario. The Arbitrators have confined the western boundary of On- 
tario to the meridian of the north-western point of the Lake of the Woods ; thus decid- 
ing in favour of a westerly line the least favourable to Ontario that on the facts and 
evidence was possible. 

With respect to the northern side of the Province, the claim of Canada up to 1870: 
had been that, either our only limit north was ‘‘a few isolated posts on the shore of 
Hudson’s Bay,” or that ‘“‘ Canada has no particular limit in that direction,” and extends 
to the Arctic Ocean.§ But writers on the subject have always felt more or less difficulty 
in saying where exactly, to the north of the Height of Land, the true northerly boundary 
could be said to be, there being less that is definite to determine it than in the case of 


* Book Arb. Docs., 3, 18, 27, 43-56, 135-140, 235-278, 299, 322, 323, 376, 384, 388-391, 402,.409-419, etc, 
+ Book Arb. Docs., p. 19. 

+ $£bid., pp. 20, 21. 
§ Sess. Papers, Can., 1857, Vol. 15, No, 17. 
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the western boundary up to the limit assigned to us there by the award. The question 
as to the northern boundary is of less consequence to either party than the question of 
the western boundary, the territory on the north being of considerably less value than 
the territory on the west ; and the Government of Ontario had, in 1872 (19th April),* 
intimated that they would consider any proposal which might be made by the Federal 
Government for the establishment of a conventional line to the north, provided that the 
latter would agree to its being somewhere north of the watershed of the St. Lawrence 
system. In assigning to the Province the territory as far as James’ Bay, the Arbitrators 
followed the Act of 1791, the Order in Council and Proclamation of the same year, and 
several Royal Commissions ; and if the claim, made by Canada on our behalf and its 
own before 1870, and by Ontario for itself afterwards, to the whole region of Hudson’s 
Bay, was too extensive, and if there is any ground for maintaining a less favourable 
limit to the Province on the east side of the northerly boundary than the Arbitrators 
awarded, there is strong reason for maintaining a much more favourable limit on the 
western side of the same boundary assigned to us—a limit which would include within 
Ontario a larger though less conveniently shaped area of territory on the north than has 
been assigned to us by the award. 

Under all the circumstances, Ontario accepted the award, not because it assigned 
to the Province all that was claimed on its behalf, or all that the Province might within 
its strict legal rights have had awarded to it, but because the tribunal appointed jointly 
by the two Governments to decide the matter was one to whose competency and char- 
acter no one could take exception ; and because, according to the judgment of the people 
of Ontario, neither party to the arbitration could, consistently with good faith, refuse to 
abide by the decision. 

A technical objection has been made to the award, by some of its Federal assail- 
ants, that, instead of finding ‘‘the true boundaries,” the Arbitrators had declared a 
“conventional or convenient boundary.” Sir Francis Hincks, in a lecture on the arbi- 
tration, delivered by him by request on the 6th May, 1881, shewed how unfounded in 
fact this objection is:— 

‘The duty of the Arbitrators was to find the true boundaries of Ontario, and they 
are charged with declaring ‘a mere conventional or convenient boundary.’ Now, for 
my present purpose, I shall refer merely to those pretensions which specially engaged 
the consideration of the Arbitrators as affecting the south-western boundary. On the 
claim under the Proclamation of 1791, which the Arbitrators held to be valid, notwith- 
standing the able arguments of counsel, of the Hon. Mr. Mills and others, including 
the Messrs. Dawson, one of whom, the Chairman of the Committee of 1880, fixed the 
boundary at the White Earth River, 450 miles west of the Lake of the Woods, they con- 
curred in the judgment of the Quebec Court in 1818 that no territory could be awarded 
to Ontario that was not comprised in the old Province of Quebec as created by the Act 
of 1774, modified by the Treaty of 1783 with the United States, and by subsequent 
treaties. They entirely rejected the Dominion claim to a boundary on what is known as 
the due north line, and having no doubt whatever that the Mississippi River was the 


western boundary of the old Province of Quebec by the Act of 1774, and that by the - 


Treaty of 1788 the south-western boundary must be either at the international boundary 
at the north-western angle of the Lake of the Woods, or still farther west, they decided 
in favour of that boundary which they were clearly of opinion Ontario was entitled to. 
On the north-east they were clearly of opinion that the Height of Land boundary could 
not be sustained, and that the true point of departure was the point on James’ Bay due 
north from the head of Lake Temiscamingue. 

‘“The sole ground for the charge that they adopted a conventional or convenient 
boundary is, that the line connecting the north-eastern and south-western boundaries was 
adopted for the sake of convenience. The Arbitrators were guided in their decision solely 
by Acts of Parliament, Proclamations authorized by Orders in Council on the authority 
of Acts of Parliament, and international Treaties. They found in the Proclamation of 


* Sess. Papers, Ont., 1873, No. 44, p. 18; Book Arb. Does., p. 343. [See the Order in Council and 
despatch of that date, ante, pp..229, 230.] 
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1791, that after reaching James’ Bay, the description proceeded thus: ‘ including all the 
territory to the westward and southward of the said line to the utmost extent of the coun- 
try commonly called or known by the name of Canada.’ If the critics of the award 
believe such language susceptible of the construction that it lays down a precise spot on 
the north-west as a boundary, then their charge might have some foundation ; but the fact 
is that the language would have justified the Arbitrators in extending the boundaries of 
Ontario very considerably. They were strongly urged by Col. Dennis, one of the per- 
manent staff of the Department of the Interior, after their decision as to the south- 
westerly and north-easterly boundaries became known, to connect the two points by a 
natural boundary, and being aware of the fact that the Albany River had been formerly 
suggested by the Hudson’s Bay Company as a satisfactory southern boundary, they 
adopted it. It is not a little singular that the award was promptly accepted by Ontario, 
although the only questions of doubt were decided in favour of the Dominion. Both 
on the west and north the doubts were whether Ontario should not have had more 
territory. re is * 

‘« The objection made to the award of the Arbitrators is, that they did not find the true 
boundaries, but adopted a convenient boundary. I need not repeat my refutation of this 
allegation ; but even on the assumption that it had any force, it would not apply to the 
western boundary, regarding which the Arbitrators were clearly of opinion that the inter- 
national boundary at the north-western angle of the Lake of the Woods was the true. 
point of departure. The northern boundary, owing to the vagueness of the language 
employed in the Proclamation issued under the Act of 1791, is more open to doubt. 
* * * The western boundary is not only the most important, but the least open to 
doubt, as I think I have already clearly demonstrated. I will only add, in conclusion, 
that the Arbitrators were of opinion that, having reference to all the facts of the case, 
the boundaries set forth in the award were supported to a larger extent than any other 
line by these facts, and by the considerations and reasons which should and would guide 
and govern the determination of the questions by any competent legal or other tribunal.” 

In a despatch dated 81st December, 1878, from this Government to the Secretary 
of State for Canada, it was stated that during the approaching session of the Legislature 
a@ measure would be introduced “ to give effect, by way of declaratory enactment or. 
otherwise, to the award made by the Arbitrators to determine the northerly and westerly 
boundaries of the Province of Ontario ;’’ * and His Honour, in the same despatch, also. 
stated that he would be glad to learn that such legislation as might be necessary to give 
effect to the award would be had at Ottawa in the next session of the Parliament of 
Canada. By this despatch, the Government of Canada was respectfully reminded that 
the territory which was in dispute before the award was made extends on the westerly 
side of Ontario from a line drawn due north from the confluence of the Ohio and Missis- 
sippi, to (say) the Rocky Mountains, and extends on the northerly side from (say) the 
Height of Land to the most northerly limit of Canada ; that the award assigned part of 
this territory to the Dominion and part to Ontario: that the administration of justice 
would continue to be surrounded with difficulties and uncertainties, especially in the 
matter of jurisdiction, until the award should be confirmed by express legislation at 
Ottawa and here; that the subject assumed unusual importance in view of the construc- 
tion of public works within the territory, and the consequent influx of an unsettled and 
migratory population ; that His Honour the Lieutenant-Governor would be glad to learn 
that such legislation as would be necessary to give effect to the award would be had at 
Ottawa at the next session of the Parliament of Canada ; and that the legislation should, 
it was respectfully submitted, be as nearly as possible simultaneous and identical. The 
despatch further stated that His Honour the Lieutenant-Governor would be glad to 
receive and consider any suggestions in connection with this object; and also to receive, 
as soon as possible, the maps, field notes, ete., relative to so much of the territory assigned 
to Ontario as had been surveyed under the authority of the Dominion. 

In a despatch, dated 8th January, 1879, the Government of Canada acknowledged 
the receipt of the despatch last mentioned, and stated that the same would nut fail to. 


* Sessional Papers, Ontario, 1879, Vol. 11, No. 80. [The despatch is printed ante, p. 371.] 
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receive all due consideration. No intimation was given, in reply to His Honour’s com- 
munication, that the Government of Canada would refuse to be bound by the award of 
the Arbitrators, or would not submit to the Parliament of Canada a measure recognizing 
the same or giving effect thereto;* nor did this Government receive the maps, field 
notes, etc., or any communication with respect to the request made therefor. , 

The Legislature of Ontario, by an Act of the Session of 1879, + consented that the 
‘boundaries of the Province, as determined by the said award, should be declared to be 
the northerly and westerly boundaries of the Province of Ontario. 

By a further Act of the same session} the Legislature made provision for the admin- 
istration of justice in the northerly and westerly parts of Ontario. This Act was the 
subject of subsequent correspondence between the two Governments, hereinafter set forth. 
The Ontario Legislature was prorogued on the 11th March ; the Federal Parliament 
remained in session until the 15th May. 

From the newspaper report of the proceedings of the House of Commons of 2nd 
May, 1879, it was found to have been stated in the House, on behalf of the Government 
of Canada, that the papers on the subject of the arbitration and award had been mislaid. 
No communication to this effect had been made to the Government of Ontario, nor any 
application for fresh copies ; but in order that no time should be lost in introducing the 
legislation necessary to set at rest the question of the boundaries, this Government 
forwarded to the Secretary of State, at Ottawa, other copies of all the papers so stated to 
have been mislaid. Copies of such of them as were in print were forwarded also to 
every member of the Dominion Government personally. A despatch was on the same 
day sent to the Secretary of State, referring to these documents. No action, however, 
‘during the said session, was taken by the Government or Parliament of Canada with 
respect to the boundaries.|| 

On the 28rd of September, 1879, a further despatch was addressed by this Govern- 
ment to the said Secretary of State,** calling the attention of the Government of Canada 
to the despatch of 31et. December previous, respecting the legislation needed to put 
beyond dispute, in civil and criminal cases, any question as to the western and northern 
limits of Ontario; pointing out that, an award having been made in pursuance of a 
reference by the two Governments, it was just that there should be no further delay in 
in formally recognizing the award as having definitely settled the matters submitted to 
‘the Arbitrators ; that the Government of Ontario did not doubt that the Government 
and Parliament of Canada would ultimately take the same view, but it was respectfully 
represented that the delay in announcing the acquiescence of the Dominion authorities, 
and in giving full effect otherwise to the award, had been embarrassing and injurious. 

The despatch stated some of the leading evidences of the right of the Province to the 
territory awarded, but it was observed that “if it were less clear than it is, that the award 
does not give to Ontario more territory than the Province was entitled to, and if the 
reasons which justify the conclusions of the Arbitrators were far less strong and clear than 
they are, it is respectfully submitted that the award demands the active acquiescence and 
recognition of the parties to the reference. The question of boundaries was in controversy; 
it was referred by mutual consent to the distinguished gentlemen named ; they have made 
their award, and the fact is conclusive in regard to all questions on the subject.” 


* Sessional Papers, Ontario, 1879, Vol. 11, No. 80. [The letter of acknowledgement is printed ante, 
p. 871. On the 9th March, 1879, the subject was referred to in the House of Commons : 

““Mr, MILLS enquired whether the Government purposed, this session, to introduce a Bill to confirm the 
boundary between the Province of Ontario and the Territories of Canada as declared in the award of the 
arbitrators ; and if not, why not? 

“Str JOHN A. Macponaxp: All the papers on this important subject are now in the hands of a mem- 


ber of the Government, and the matter is under serious consideration..” (Debates, Ho. of Coms., 1879, p. 
157.)—G. E. L.] 
+ 42 Vic., chap. 2, (Ontario.) + 10., chap. 19. 


§ Sessional Papers, Ontario, 1880, No. 46. [See the letter of 2nd May, 1879, p. 373, ante.] 


|| [In the House of Commons, on 14th May, 1879, ‘‘Mr. Mackenzig asked if the Government had 
‘decided not to introduce an Act to confirm the Ontario Boundary Award this session ? 
“Sir JOHN A. Macponarp: Yes.” (Debates, Ho. of Coms., 1879, p. 2011.)—G. E. ora 


** Sessional Papers, Ontario, 1880, No. 46. [Printed ante, p. 373.] 
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The Government of Canada was reminded that the settlement of the controversy, 
as well as the explorations for railway and other purposes, had drawn public attention to 
the territory north and west of Lake Superior ; that settlement therein was proceeding ; 
that various enterprises were establishing themselves ; that speculation was likely to be 
directed to this region ; and that various causes were at work favourable to an influx of 
population, both of a settled and floating character ; that in view of these considerations, 
the Government of Ontario trusted that the Government of Canada would recognize the 
propriety of announcing without further delay their intention to submit to Parliament, 
next session, a Bill declaring the boundary established by the Arbitrators to be the true 
northerly and westerly boundaries of Ontario, and to use the influence of the Government 
to have the measure accepted by both Houses, and assented to by His Excellency the 
Governor-General. The request contained in a former despatch was renewed, “that the 
Government of Canada would be pleased at once to forward to this Government the maps, 
field notes, etc., etc., relative to so much of the territory assigned to Ontario as had 
been surveyed under the authority of the Dominion.” 

On the 25th September, 1879, the Under-Secretary of State acknowledged the receipt 
of this despatch, and stated that the subject would be submitted to His Excellency the 
Governor-General.* But from that day to this no intimation has been communicated to 
this Government that the subject had been submitted to His Excellency as then intended, 
or what the result was of its being submitted; nor has any answer whatever been made 
to any of the statements of the despatch. The maps, field notes, etc., again asked for, 
were not sent ; nor was any explanation given or reason suggested for not sending them. 

On the 14th February, 1880,+ the Under-Secretary of State for Canada transmitted 
to this Government a copy of an Order of His Excellency the Governor-General in Council, 
12th February, 1880, on the subject of the Act passed by the Legislature of this Province, 
at its previous session, providing for the administration of justice in the northerly and 
westerly parts of the Province. The Council concurred in an opinion which had been 
reported by the Minister of Justice, that the Act seemed ‘‘to encroach upon the powers 
of the Dominion Government with respect to the appointment of judges,” and to go “ far 
beyond any previous Act of a similar character, and should be disallowed, unless repealed 
within the time for disallowance.” On the 17th February, a copy of the report of the 
Minister of Justice, on which the said Order in Council had proceeded, was transmitted to 
this Government. 

Five days after this Order in Council, viz., on the 19th of February, 1880,{ a strongly 
hostile Committee was appointed by the House of Commons, with the approval of the 
Federal Government, for the professed object of ‘‘enquiring into and reporting to the 
House upon all matters connected with the boundaries between the Province of Ontario, 
and the unorganized territories of the Dominion, with power to send for persons and 
papers.”§ The Committee made a report to the House on the 5th May following. The 
evidence taken by the Committee consisted chiefly of the documents, papers, and proofs 
which had been before the Arbitrators, with a few further documents of no substantial 
value as additional evidence, and a mass of ex parte statements not under oath, most of 
which would be inadmissible before any court of justice, and all would be treated as im- 

material if admitted. It may be observed here that Mr. Justice Armour, who before his 
elevation to the Bench had been counsel for the Dominion in the matter of the boundary, 
was questioned by the Committee as to his personal view regarding the boundary estab- 
lished by the Act of 1774, and gave his opinion against the westerly line now contended 
for the Dominion.|| The Committee, by a party vote, expressed the opinion that the 
award did not describe the true boundaries of Ontario, and that it included within this 
Province territory to which the Committee asserted that the Province was not entitled.4 


* Sessional Papers, Ontario, 1880, No. 46. [Printed ante, p. 377.] 

+ Sessional Papers, Ontario, 1881, No. 30, p. 9. [Printed ante, p. 384. ] 

+ Journal, House of Commons, 1880, p. 36 ; Debates, 1880, pp. 59, 76, 80, 101. 
§ Journals, House of Commons, Appendix, 1880, No. 1. 


4 Report of the Boundary Commission, House of Commons, Canada, 1880, p. 140. 
q Ibid., p. xxvi. 
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The Governments of Canada, up to 1870, had thought, and, so far as known, invariably 
asserted, otherwise. 

This Government took no part, directly or indirectly, in the proceedings before this 
Committee, nor were they invited to do so. 

Meanwhile, on the 3rd March, 1880, the Legislative Assembly of this Province, by a 
majority of sixty-four to one, passed resolutions, in part to the following effect : 

‘That this House regrets that, notwithstanding the joint and concurrent action of 
the respective Governments in the premises, and the unanimous award of the Arbitrators, 
the Government of Canada has hitherto failed to recognize the validity of the said award, 
and that no legislation has been submitted to Parliament by the Government of Canada, 
for the purpose of confirming the said award.” ; 

“That, nevertheless, it is, in the opinion of this House, the duty of the Government 
of Ontario to take such steps as may be necessary to provide for the due administration 
of justice in the northerly and westerly parts of Ontario, and that this House believes it 
to be of the highest importance to the interests of this Province, and to the securing of 
the peace, order and good government of the said northerly and westerly parts of Ontario, 
that the rights of this Province, as determined and declared by the award of the 
Arbitrators appointed by the concurrent agreement and action of the Governments of 
Canada and Ontario, should be firmly maintained.” { 

‘That this House will at all times give its cordial support to the assertion by the 
Government of Ontario of the just claims and rights of this Province, and to all necessary 
or proper measures to vindicate such just claims and rights, and to sustain the award of 
the Arbitrators, by which the northerly and westerly boundaries of this Province have 
been determined.” 

The Session of the Ontario Legislature being then near its close, and the proceedings 
of the Federal Government affording reason to apprehend that the Provincial Act of the 
previous session, making provision for the administration of justice in the northerly and 
westerly parts of Ontario, might be disallowed, it was necessary that such provision should 
be made for the administration of justice in the remote territories of the Province as, 
under the circumstances, might be practicable—the same to take effect in the event of the 
former Act being disallowed. Accordingly, the Legislature passed a new Act* (5th 
March, 1880), entitled “An Act respecting the Administration of Justice in the Districts 
of Algoma, Thunder Bay and Nipissing.” By this Act two additional stipendiary 
magistrates, appointed under the former Act for the Districts of Thunder Bay and 
Nipissing, were continued ; their jurisdiction, as regards subject matter and amount, was 
confined to the limits provided for by the law which was in force in Upper Canada before 
Confederation ; and, to guard against any pretext for the disallowance of the Act, the 
Act avoided any disputable reference to the extent of the territory within which the Act 
was to operate, leaving that question to be determined as might be by the Law and the 
Right. This Act has not been disallowed. 

With reference to the former Act on the same subject, which the Dominion Govern- 
ment had intimated an intention to disallow, the undersigned, on the 15th March, 1880, 
had the honour to submit a report,t which was approved of by your Fonour in Council 
on that day. In this report the undersigned took occasion to observe that it was a matter 
of profound disappointment that, after the exhaustive investigation which the question of 
our northerly and westerly boundaries had received, and the unanimous decision, eighteen 
months betore, by the distinguished and able gentlemen selected as Arbitrators, the 
Government of the Dominion was not yet prepared to abide by the award, or to recognize 
the just rights of the Province which the award established. 

The report further showed, that the Act which that Government proposed to disallow 
was not objectionable on any of the grounds urged against it ; and that the disallowance 
was not necessary, and would not, under all the circumstances, be a proper exercise of 
Dominion authority. The report stated, that the despatch had been received when the 
recent Session of the Legislature was far advanced ; that it appeared necessary, therefore, 
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to provide at. once for the contingency of the disallowance, it being assumed that the 
Dominion Government, in common with the Province, felt and would recognize the 
propriety of some provision being made for the administration of justice in the still 
disputed territory, instead of its being left to utter lawlessness and anarchy ; that a new 
Act had accordingly been passed, which was not to go into effect unless and until the 
former Act should be disallowed; that the new Act confined the jurisdiction of the 
stipendiary magistrates, as regards subject matter and amount, to the limits provided for 
by the law in force before Confederation (the extension of their jurisdiction in these 
respects having been one of the objections made to the former Act), and that the new Act 
had avoided any disputable reference to the extent of the territory within which the Act 
was to operate, leaving that question to be determined as might be by the Law and the 
Right. The report contained the following further observations :— 

“As the territory in dispute is included in the territory which the Province of 
Canada, before Confederation, claimed as part of Canada, and therefore of Canada West, 
or Upper Canada; and in the territory to which the Dominion, through its ministers, 
after Confederation, and until the purchase from the Hudson’s Bay Company, made the 
same claim, and on the same grounds ; and which territory the Province of Ontario 
continued afterwards to claim ; and as the territory, still it seems in dispute, was, eighteen 
months ago, solemnly awarded to the Province as its rightful property, by the unanimous 
decision of three Arbitrators of the highest character and competency, who had been 
mutually chosen by the two Governments—it is obvious that the prima facre right to the 
territory, if not (as we insist) the certain and absolute right, is, and must be taken to be, 
in Ontario ; and it is the consequent obvious duty of the Province to make such reason- 
able provision as may be practicable for the administration of justice among the popula- 
tion of the territory. The dispute or delay on the part of the Dominion with respect to 
the award causes uncertainty, and its daily increasing and grave evils, in connection with 
the administration of justice ; and if the dispute or delay is to continue, the undersigned 
is respectfully of opinion that the evils referred to, which all must regret, will be 
intensified by the disallowance of the provisional legislation, and that their removal, or 
partial removal, calls rather for provisional legislation by the Dominion (without prejudice 
to the matter in dispute), expressly giving to the laws of Ontario, and its officers, 
authority in the territory, pending the dispute by the Dominion, or pending the settle- 
ment and recognition of the true boundaries,” * ; 

A copy of the report, and of the Order in Council concurring therein, was transmitted 

by your Honour to the Secretary of State at Ottawa, on the 15th March, 1880. 
. On the 17th of the same month, + the Federal Minister of Justice made his further 
report, admitting, in view of the observations of the undersigned, that part of the former 
Act was not open to the objections which the Minister had previously urged against it, 
but affirming that the objections to other portions, which referred to the stipendiary 
magistrates and to the Courts presided over by them, still remained ; and he advised the 
disallowance of the Act. The Minister, in this report, observed that it was unnecessary 
to reply to the arguments adduced by the undersigned with respect to the boundaries of 
Ontario, as any discussion of this kind would, he observed, seem to be inopportune. The 
Government of Canada has not hitherto found any occasion when such a discussion with 
this Government did not seem to be inopportune. On the 22nd March, 1880, the Act in 
question was disallowed. 

On the 19th of April, 1880, the Committee of the House of Commons not having yet 
made any report, an Order was passed by His Excellency the Governor-General in 
Council, { under the authority of the Act of the Dominion Parliament, 39 Vic., ¢. 21, by 
which Order it was declared that a certain building in or near Rat Portage was in the 
District of Keewatin, and the Order purported to establish and declare this building to 
be a common gaol for the District of Keewatin, and authorized and empowered the 
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Commissioner of Police for the District of Keewatin to appoint a gaoler, or keeper, of the 
gaol, and such other officials for the purposes thereof as might be thought necessary. 
This building is within the territory awarded to this Province. The Government of the 
Dominion, however, by the Order in Council referred to, chose to assume that the territory 
in question was not within Ontario, and provided for the administration in the said 
territory of other laws—namely, the laws of the District of _Keewatin. No communica- 
tion of this Order in Council was made to this Government. 

On the 28th May, 1880, an Order in Council, approved by His Honour the 
Lieutenant-Governor, was passed, providing that that part of the Territorial District of 
Thunder Bay west of the meridian of the most easterly point of Hunter’s Island, formerly 
known as the provisional boundary line, should be divided into two Division Court 
divisions, therein described ; the object of the said Order being, that one Division Court 
should be held at Rat Portage, and the other at Fort Frances, in the territory in question. 
The population of Rat Portage is said to number about 700, about half of that number 
being residents of the locality. The establishment of a Court there by this Province had 
been applied for by the inhabitants. 

During the Session of the Federal Parliament, in 1880, the undersigned endeavoured 
to induce the Dominion Government to concur in some steps for the due administration 
of justice in the disputed territory ; and, as that Government was not yet prepared to 
concede our right to the territory, the undersigned transmitted to the Minister of Justice, 
the draft of a Bill, embodying certain provisions, which it seemed necessary or desirable 
that the Parliament of Canada should pass for the government of the territory in the 
meantime. In these endeavours the undersigned was only partially successful. Thus in 
a communication addressed 23rd April, 1880,* to the Minister of Justice, the undersigned 
pointed out that the Supreme Court had decided that the Parliament of the Dominion 
had power to pass a prohibitory liquor law ; that it was of special importance that no 
intoxicating liquors should be sold along the line of the Pacific Railway ; that the claim 
of the Federal Government to the territory up to the meridian of the confluence of the 
Ohio and Mississippi, implied a claim that the Keewatin law as to intoxicants extends to 
that meridian ; but as, by the decision of the Supreme Court, the Federal Parliament had 
power to make that law (or a similar law) applicable, whether the claim of the Dominion 
to the territory was well founded or not, the undersigned suggested an enactment 
declaring in express terms that the Act, or such modification of it as the Minister might 
prefer, should have effect whether the territory was within Ontario or Keewatin. The 
communication proceeded as follows :—“If you do not consider it advisable that a 
prohibitory law should be in force so far east, then, to avoid clashing, I suggest that 
Parliament confer on the License Commissioners of Ontario for Thunder Bay the right 
to issue licenses in so much of the disputed territory as is not to be covered by the 
prohibition. 

“In regard to civil matters, to assume or declare that the Keewatin law as to civic 
procedure shall be in force in any part of the disputed territory would put it in the power 
of any suitor to raise the boundary question ; as, if our claim of boundary is correct, such 
an enactment would be wltra vires. I think, therefore, that for the determination of 
Civil rights, you will find it the convenient, and indeed only practicable course, to confirm, 
in reference to the disputed territory, the jurisdiction of our stipendiary magistrate,t and 
to provide that matters beyond his jurisdiction shall be determined in the District Court 
of Algoma, where the cause of action is within the jurisdiction of that Court.{ Where 
the matter is beyond the jurisdiction of the District Court of Algoma, authority to try in 
any Superior Court of Ontario, and in any county, should be given.” 

None of these suggestions were acted upon; nor was any communication made to 
the undersigned or to the Government of Ontario with respect to them. An Act was 
passed by the Federal Parliament (7th May, 1880),§ making some provision with respect 
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to the administration of justice in criminal cases in the disputed territory, but making 
no provision in regard to civil matters, or to the other important subjects mentioned ; 
nor has any provision in respect of them been made since ; nor has any proposition been 
made to this Government for concurrent or other legislation of any kind, with a view to 
meeting any of the necessities of the case. 

In your Honour’s Speech at the opening of the session of the Provincial Legislature 
on the 13th January, 1881,* your Honour was pleased to observe, that it was much to be 
regretted that the Dominion Government had taken no step to obtain, and had hitherto 
shown no intention of seeking to obtain, from the Parliament of Canada, legislation 
confirming the award, though made two years before by three most distinguished 
Arbitrators chosen by the two Governments, and who had before them all the evidence 
obtainable from the most diligent researches both in America and Europe, or brought to 
light during the many discussions bearing on the subject which had taken place during 
the last century. Your Honour was pleased further to say, that the result of the inaction 
of the Dominion Government in this respect was to defer the settlement and organiza- 
tion of a large extent of country ; to deprive the inhabitants of that district of those 
safeguards of peace and order which they, in common with all others, are entitled to 
enjoy ; and to withhold from the people of Ontario the benefits which the possession of 
that territory would afford. 

The House of Assembly, in their Address + in answer to your Honour’s Speech, 
expressed their concurrence in what had thus been said by your Honour. — 

On the Ist February, 1881, the undersigned addressed to the Minister of Justice a 
communication {| expressing his hope that the then session of the Dominion Parliament 
would not be allowed to come to an end without the necessary Act being passed adopting 
and confirming the boundary award; that if in this we were again to be disappointed, 
some additional legislation was absolutely required to mitigate the serious evils consequent 
upon the unhappy position in which the territory in question was placed; that no magis- 
trate or justice of the peace acting in the disputed territory could feel any assurance that 
his jurisdiction would not be disputed, and his officers set at defiance or sued in trespass ; 
that the doubts which the inhabitants must have as to their position, in view of the delay 
of the Dominion Parliament to confirm the award, necessarily paralyzed the administra- 
tion of justice in the territory ; that the Dominion Act of the previous session (43 Vic., - 
cap. 36) did not declare what law should govern in the case of civil rights, and made no 
provision as to the trial of civil matters; nor did it set at rest the very important 
question as to whether the License Law of Ontario, or the Prohibitory Law of Keewatin, 
governs in this territory ; that in the letter of the undersigned of the 23rd April previous, 
he had suggested that Parliament should be requested to make some provision in respect 
of these matters ; that he had also suggested that authority should be given alike to the 
justices of the peace of Keewatin and of Thunder Bay and Algoma to act in any part of 
the disputed territory ; and that the jurisdiction of the District Court of the District of 
Algoma, and of the Divisional Courts established for Thunder Bay, and of the judges 
and officers of such courts, including the sheriff of Thunder Bay, should have authority 
and jurisdiction within this territory ; that the Draft Bill which the undersigned had 
submitted during the previous session, under the hope that the Minister would introduce 
it into Parliament, dealt with these matters; that they seemed to the undersigned far 
more important for the due administration of justice than those provisions of the Draft 
Bill which the Act, as passed, had included ; that, in fact, the provisions of the Act, as 
passed, to be operative to any great extent, required the aid of some of the omitted 
provisions ; that the undersigned did not see what valid objection could be urged against 
the introduction of the omitted provisions ; that the fact of reciprocal rights being given 
to the officers of Keewatin and of Ontario would clearly show that the Parliament of 
Canada were not by this legislation admitting the right of Ontario ; and that, on account 
of the omission of the provision (which the undersigned had suggested) giving to the 
sheriff of Thunder Bay authority in this territory, it had been found necessary at very 
heavy expense to bring the prisoner Horn, who was accused of murder, down to Sault 
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Ste. Marie for trial. The undersigned reminded the Minister of Justice that the Act of 
the previous session would expire upon the rising of Parliament. 

The undersigned expressed his trust also, that authority would be given to the 
Ontario Government to deal with the land and timber in the disputed territory, subject 
to our accounting therefor in case our right to the territory should not be maintained. 
He pointed out that, though the Parliament of Canada had not yet recognized the award, 
yet the award certainly gave to Ontario, meantime, such a prima facie interest as made it 
most reasonable that the Province should have the necessary means of giving titles to 
settlers within the territory, so long as what might be deemed the possible rights of the 
Dominion were duly protected. : 

The Minister of Justice replied on the 7th February, 1881, acknowledging the 
receipt of the communication and accompanying papers, and stating that the same would 
receive his best consideration. But no further communication whatever was made to the 
undersigned, or to the Provincial Government, on the subjects referred to, and nothing 
was done to remove or alleviate any of the clamant evils which the undersigned had 
pointed out. Nor did the Federal Government submit to Parliament during this session 
any measure recognizing or giving effect to the award. ; 

On the 3rd March, 1881, the Legislative Assembly of the Province passed resolutions, 
by a majority of 75 to 1,* declaring (amongst other things) as follows: 

“That this House deeply regrets that, notwithstanding the unanimous award made 
on the 3rd August, 1878, by the Arbitrators appointed by the joint and concurrent action 
of the Government of Canada and the Government of Ontario to determine the northerly 
and westerly boundaries of Ontario, no legislation had been submitted by the Government 
of Canada to the Dominion Parliament for the purpose of confirming that award; nor 
has the validity of the award yet been recognized by the Government of Canada. 


“That the omission of the Government and Parliament of Canada to confirm the. 


award is attended with grave inconvenience, has the effect of retarding settlement and 
municipal organization, embarrasses the administration of the laws, and interferes with 
the preservation of the peace, the maintenance of order, and the establishment of good 
government in the northerly and north-westerly parts of the Province of Ontario. 

“That it is the duty of the Government of Ontario to assert and maintain the just 
claims and rights of the Province of Ontario, as determined by the award of the Arbi- 
trators; and this House hereby re-affirms its determination to give its cordial support 
to the Government of Ontario in any steps it may be necessary to take to sustain the 
award, and to assert and maintain the just claims and rights of the Province as thereby 
declared and determined.” 

On the 4th March, 1881, the Provincial Legislature was prorogued ; and immediately 
afterwards, viz., on the 7th March, a Bill was introduced into the Senate by the Federal 

tovernment providing for the extension of the boundaries of Manitoba, in a way which 

further complicated the difficulties connected with the administration of justice in the 
territory, and with the settlement of its lands, and the development of its resources. 
This Bill was put through its several stages in great haste, and was passed (by the Senate) 
on the 11th March. t 


Meanwhile, the stipendiary magistrate of this Province appointed to the said _ 


territory reported, 23rd February, 1881 (received at Toronto 5th March), that the 
explorers and miners on the Lake of the Woods were thrown into a state of despondency 
from the apprehension that the boundary question would not be settled at this session of 
Parliament. The communication proceeded to state further, as follows :— 

“You can have but little conception of the difficulties and disappointment those 
people have met with here. They have expended all their money in exploring and in 
surveys, expecting an early return for their investment and toil, which they felt sure they 
would if the boundary question was settled, so that deeds could be procured for their 
locations. Without a title nothing can be done with mining capitalists, who require to 
have an undisputed title to the lands in which they risk their money. 
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“The delay of another year in settling the question of the boundary will ruin many, 
and they will be driven from the locality never to return, causing loss to the merchants 
and others who have made advances with a fair prospect of an early return. The people 
of the locality are suffering in many ways from the unsettled condition of affairs. There 
is no civil court to collect debts, no land agent to locate settlers, no registry office to 
record deeds, no timber agent to protect the forest. There are timber locations to be had, 
but there is no security for the expense of exploring and surveying them. All is 
uncertainty and confusion. The mineral lands will be so mixed up before long, that the 
men who own locations will not be able to recognize their own property. Some places 
have been surveyed several times, and the surveys cover each other, and there is no doubt 
but there will be fighting, and perhaps murder, over those claims. Some persons are 
armed now to defend their rights against wealthier claimants. 

“The water privileges here are of great value. There are several places near this 
place where the water can be let out of the Lake of the Woods with but little expense, 
and a fall of from sixteen to eighteen feet secured without any expense for adam. There 
is scarcely any limit to the propelling power to be had here, and immediately on the line 
of the Canadian Pacific Railway. Trains can be run to the mill door without leaving 
the right of way. The privileges are being claimed and applied for by persons, for 
speculation, who have nothing; and the same confusion is likely to arise here that has 
taken place in the mines. If unworthy persons get those valuable privileges, who will 
do nothing with them themselves, and will only sell at exorbitant prices to those who 
wish to use them, it will be a great injury to the milling prospects here. They should be 
sold by the Government to persons who would erect mills within a specified time. The 
wheat crop of the great North-West can be ground at this point in transit to an eastern 
market, and Rat Portage would soon become a second Minneapolis. Its natural 
advantages are superior. 

“The whiskey sellers are applying their illicit calling with great success, much to the 
injury of the district.” 

A copy of the material parts of this important communication was transmitted to 
the Dominion Government by the Provincial Secretary on the 8th March, 1881, but 
nothing was done to remove the evils to which the communication called attention, nor 
has any reference thereto been since made by that Government. 

As soon asa copy of the Manitoba Bill had been received, your Honour, by the 
advice of your Council, addressed a despatch to the Dominion Government, stating that 
this Government had had their attention called to the Bill; that its terms, so far as 
regarded the easterly limit of Manitoba, were regarded by this Government with the 
greatest concern, and were considered as in the bighest degree objectionable ; that, so far 
as the territory to be comprised within the limits of the Province of Manitoba was 
indisputably within the jurisdiction of the Parliament of Canada, your Government 
rejoiced at the extension of that Province, as affording a wider scope for the energies of 
its people and Government, and as giving toa large number of settlers in Keewatin and 
the North-West Territories the direct benefits of Provincial and Municipal government. 
Your Honour proceeded to observe as follows :—‘‘ But, while the extension of the 
boundaries in directions as to which there is no dispute is a matter of congratulation, the 
terms in which the new eastern boundary of the Province is described in the Bill appear 
to my Government to call for an earnest and vigorous protest on behalf of the Province 
of Ontario. ; : 

“ According to the provisions of the Bill, the eastern boundary of Manitoba is to be 
_ the western boundary of the Province of Ontario, wherever that boundary may hereafter 

be determined to be, though a very large part of our territory in that direction is still in 
dispute on the part of the Government at Ottawa, notwithstanding that more than two 
years ago it was found and declared to be ours by the unanimous award of the three 
distinguished gentlemen mutually chosen to determine the question. ie 

‘“My Government desire to call the attention of the Government of the Dominion 
once more—(1) to the great and obvious injury occasioned to the interests of Ontario by 
the refusal or delay of the Dominion Government to recognize and confirm that award ; 
(2) to the inconvenience and embarrassment, in an administrative sense, incidental to 
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the delay ; and (3) to the fact that whilst the Government of the Dominion have failed 
to procure or propose the legislation necessary to the confirmation of the award, and have 
treated the rights of Ontario to the boundaries determined by the Arbitrators as being 
still open to question, they have not been pleased up to this moment to enter into any 
discussion of the subject with this Government, or even to make any official communication 
of the grounds on which a recognition of the award by which the matter in question was 
intended and supposed to be settled has been declined or delayed; and that the only 
answer which has been hitherto given to the repeated representations made on this subject 
has been that the communications would receive consideration, 

“Under these circumstances, my Government can only regard this new step, of 
intruding a third party into the existing controversy, as an act of direct antagonism and 
hostility to the interests and rights of the Province of Ontario, 

‘‘ Hitherto the assent of the Dominion of Canada to a settlement of the question has 
been necessary for that purpose, and would be sufficient. The Dominion has no consti- 
tutional interest in withholding that assent, and the people of Ontario have a voice in its 
councils. But, by the measure which has received its first reading in the House of 
Commons, it is proposed to give to another Province a new, direct, and strong interest 
adverse to that of the Province of Ontario, and to invite Manitoba, as a contiguous 
Province, with a growing and active population, to claim jurisdiction over every portion 
of the territory to which the Dominion of Canada has thought fit to question the right of 
Ontario. 

“The proposed measure would also make the consent of the Province of Manitoba, 
as well as of the Government at Ottawa, to be hereafter essential to any settlement, or 
even to any step towards a settlement, of the existing controversy ; and would place that 
Province in such a position, with reference to the territory, as may make almost, if not 
quite, impossible an amicable settlement of the question, or any settlement founded on 
the ground of the just obligation which an award made in good faith imposes on Nations, 
Dominions, or Provinces which, through their representatives, were parties to the arbi- 
tration. 

“Serious and most vexatious difficulties cannot fail to arise from the conflicting 
interpretation of their rights in the premises by either of the three authorities claiming 
Jurisdiction within an extended area of territory where it is of the utmost importance 
to peace and good order that the power of the law should be paramount and beyond 
question. In this view it has been repeatedly, and hitherto vainly, urged that if our 
right to the territory is not acknowledged, a provisional arrangement should be made 
with the sanction of Parliament in regard to the law which is to regulate the rights and 
obligations of the inhabitants with respect to civil rights and property, and kindred 
matters, until the question in dispute should be settled. In short, my Government look 
upon the proposed measure as calculated to aggravate all existing difficulties, and to prove 
most prejudicial to the harmony and accord which should prevail between the Provinces 
of the Dominion. 

‘“‘ Under all the circumstances, my Government desires respectfully to urge that, in 
fair dealing with the Province which they represent, the measure in progress should define 
the easterly boundary of the Province of Manitoba so as not for the present to extend in 
an easterly direction beyond the boundary of Ontario as. determined by the Arbitrators, 
leaving the further extension of Manitoba eastward to be provided for by future legis- 
lation, should any competent authority decide that Ontario is entitled to less territory 
than by the award is declared to belong to this Province.” 

Your Honour further stated that, ‘‘The resolutions of the Legislative Assembly, 
passed by them in the session of 1880, and the resolutions passed in the session which has 
Just terminated, and which received the unanimous support, with an individual exception, 
of the whole House, were sufficient to show that if the measure should be passed in its 
present form, it would be deemed by almost the whole people of Ontario as a violation of 
the rights of the Province, and as an act of gross injustice towards it. 

“This Government trusted that, in view of the representations made, the Govern- 
ment of Canada might even yet see fit so to modify the measure then before Parliament 
as to deprive it of its objectionable features, while still conceding all necessary advantages 
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i sau a of oh es in whose rapid progress and development” your Honour’s 
patch justly stated that “this Province, as a portion of the Dominion, felt profound 
satisfaction.” 

The receipt of this despatch was acknowledged on the 16th of March, 1881, but no 
answer was given to any of its statements or appeals, and no change was made in the Bill. 

The transfer to Manitoba of the disputed territory was not contemplated by the first 
Act passed by the Manitoba Legislature (40 Vic., cap. 2, sec. 1 ; Revised Statutes of 
Manitoba, cap. 2, sec. 2), consenting to an extension of the boundaries of that Province 
by the Dominion Parliament, the extension thereby agreed to not including any part of 
the disputed territory. But this (it is presumed) not suiting the policy of the Federal 
Government, a special session of the Manitoba Legislature was convened, and a new Act 
obtained (4th of March, 1881), consenting that the new limits should include the whole 
of the disputed territory. Two reasons were suggested for accepting the territory, but 
having reference to the whole act it is apparent that neither of these reasons could have 
much real weight with the people of Manitoba. They are stated in a resolution passed 
by the Manitoba Assembly in this session :*— 

“ Resolved, That it is desirable that the boundaries of the Province should be extended 
eastwards, to correspond with the line marked as the west boundary of Ontario, near the 
eighty-ninth meridian of west longitude ; that the requirements of the prairie portions of 
the Province could be supplied with the timber of the eastern portion ; besides which, a 
port on Lake Superior would thereby be secured to the Province.” 

Under the Bill as introduced, and afterwards passed, the Crown Lands and Timber 

were not to belong to the Province of Manitoba. As the Premier explained: ‘“ By 
extending the boundaries of Manitoba, [the Bill] does not affect the proprietorship of the 
land. The land in the extended boundary belongs to the Dominion. : We 
cannot afford to give [the territory] to Ontario, if it belongs to the Dominion, because 
the lands would belong to Ontario. Keeping it as a portion of Manitoba, the lands belong 
to the Dominion.” + This being so, it is manifest that “ the requirements of the prairie 
portions of the Province ” would be supplied with the timber equally well whether the 
jurisdiction over the territory should belong to one Government or the other. 
_ As for “a port on Lake Superior,” all the ports of the Dominion, in whatever Prov- 
ince situate, are open to the people of all the Provinces equally ; the people of the Province 
in which such ports are situated having no advantage over others. It is also to be 
observed that Manitoba could only have a port on Lake Superior by annexing the terri- 
tory east and south of the height of land, which was never claimed by the Hudson’s Bay 
Company, and was until after Confederation an acknowledged part of Upper Canada. 

That Manitoba could not have desired, and did not desire, the extension of its 
territory on the easterly side of that Province so as to include what was in dispute, is 
sufficiently apparent from what has been already said ; and there are other facts which 
show the same thing, Manitoba is a comparatively new Province, having, by the census 
of the present year, a population of less than 50,000. Before the Actit had an area of 
13,969 square miles. The Act gave additional undisputed territory to the extent of about 
91,000 square miles. The enormous addition was all that for the present that Province 
could possibly need. The further addition of about 39,000 square miles of disputed terri- 
tory, the land and timber of which the Federal authorities reserved to the Dominion, 
was a mere burden, and was no pecuniary or financial benefit to Manitoba. The whole 
annual revenue of that Province at this time did not much exceed $100,000 ; and its 
necessary annual expenditure was such as to leave no margin for its new territory. On 
the other hand, Oxtario had (its opponents must admit) at least a strong prima facve claim 
to the territory. Up to 1870 (as has already been shown) the Dominion Government 
itself had insisted on the claim as being clear ; and subsequently it had been awarded to 
us by a competent and impartial tribunal. With respect to the organized part of the 
territory, the right of Ontario is so strong that (as the undersigned has already stated) 
the counsel of the Federal Government, Mr. Ramsay, had, in his official report to that 
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Government, pointed out that, though according to his argument the legal view was 
against us, yet equity and fairness required that Ontario should have the territory ‘‘to 
the height of land which forms the watershed of the water system of the St. Lawrence 
and the Great Lakes ;” that “in creating the Province of Ontario, it is not possible to 
conceive that the Imperial Legislature intended to convey to that Province, and to the 
Province of Quebec, less territory than the late Province of Canada actually enjoyed ; 
and that it was incontestable that up to 1867 the Government of Canada de facto extended 
to the height of land which forms the watershed of the water system of the St. Lawrence 
and the Great Lakes.” The undersigned has also shown that, up to 1867, this part of the 
now disputed territory had been invariably dealt with as being an undisputed part of 
Upper Canada, and that since Confederation it has been dealt with as part of Ontario. 
If it formed no part of the Province of Upper Canada, or of Ontario, as is now contended, 
it follows that no man in it has any title to the land which he occupies; that all the acts 
of the courts and officers herotofore exercising jurisdiction have been illegal; and that all 
concerned in them are liable to actions for damages ; as the Federal Ministers proclaimed 
in the debate on the Manitoba Bill. If this part of the territory is really in point of law 
not in Ontario, or if the question is doubtful, the just method of dealing with the subject 
was for the Federal Parliament to confirm the title of Ontario to this portion, whatever 
became of the rest, of the disputed territory, and to confirm all grants and governmental 
acts which want of title would or might otherwise invalidate, to the great injury of the 
population. But so far from this being done, the people of the locality were almost invited 
to resist the laws and courts to which they had always lived in peaceable subjection. 
‘“‘The people of Prince Arthur’s Landing,” said the First Minister, ‘may resist the pro- 
cessses of law ; they may say to the sheriff he is committing an illegality. A man may 
say to another who brings a suit against him, ‘This is the process of an Ontario court, 
and Ontario laws do not extend here, because we are not part of that Province.’ The 
same thing might happen with regard to every process of law and every title, whether the 
boundary is settled or not.” 

As to the remainder of the disputed territory, this Province had, before the passing 
of the Manitoba Act, assumed the duty obligatory on its Legislature and Government, of 
administering justice and maintaining order in this part of the Province. If the territory 
is in Ontario, as the arbitrators declare it to be, and as our people justly believe that it 
is, and if the Province were not to establish courts and appoint magistrates and other 
officers in it, the territory would practically be without law or lawful authority, and peace 
and order therein would depend on illegal force. 

It appears from the Journals of the Canada House of Commons, that during the 
debate on the Bill resolutions were moved in vain to the effect, that in the meantime the 
eastern boundary of Manitoba should not include the disputed territory ; and that at all 
events the Act should “ provide some definite eastern limit, beyond which Manitoba shall 
not be deemed to extend, pending the settlement of the western boundary of Ontario.” 
A party majority defeated these motions, and the Act, with its objectionable provisions 
unchanged, was passed by the House of Commons on the 21st March, 1881.* 

It was the duty of the Federal authorities to protect the just rights of all its Prov- 
inces ; to render unnecessary interprovincial conflicts for the maintenance of such rights; 
to employ the constitutional powers of the Dominion Parliament and Government respec- 
tively in minimising the evils of a disputed boundary pending the dispute ; and to take 
steps for determining such evils at the earliest possible date. Unhappily, the present 
Federal authorities have not chosen to discharge these manifest duties ; and by this Act, 
two sets of Provisional laws were to distract settlers in both the organized and the 
unorganized parts of the territory ; two sets of Provincial courts and officers were to be 
set in array against one another everywhere ; it was to be impossible for anybody to 
obtain a sure title to any land or timber in the territory ; squatters and trespassers were 
to be the only settlers ; and legitimate authority was only to be maintained by a conflict 
between the people of two friendly Provinces and of the disputed territory, in which con- 


_ * Stats. Can., 44 Vie), ch. 14." [The Act ts printed ante, p. 412. The Resolutions in amendment are 
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flict Manitoba was, as against Ontario, to have the countenance and aid of the Federal 
authorities, with their contractors and armies of workmen. The former armed contests 
of trading companies for the possession of other portions of the territory were thus, at the 
instance and by the compulsion of Federal authority, to be renewed. Many lives were 
sacrificed in those old conflicts ; more might be sacrificed in the new. 

In the debate in the House of Commons, on the 18th of March,* the leader of the 
Government avowed as an object contemplated by transferring to Manitoba the interest 
of the Dominion in the disputed territory, that it would “compel” this Government 
not to insist on the awarded boundaries ; and he assured the House that the Government 
of Ontario would “come to terms quickly enough when they find they must do so.” 
No terms had ever been proposed to this Government, nor had this Government ever 
been asked to propose any to the Federal Government. 

Afterwards, viz., on the 1st April, 1881 (the Committee of the House of Commons 
on the Boundaries not having yet reported), a petition, which appears to have been sent 
to the Dominion Government from Rat Portage, praying that a Court of Civil Jurisdiction 
might be established by the Dominion at that place, was replied to by the Under-Secretary 
of State, who stated in such reply,+ for the information of the petitioners, that as Rat 
Portage would shortly be included within the Province of Manitoba, when the Act 
extending the boundaries of that Province should be brought into force (unless it be already 
within the limits of Ontario), and as the administration of justice and the establishment 
of Provincial Courts devolved upon Provincial authorities, it would not be proper for the 
Government to take action upon their petition. The suggestion that the Province of 
Manitoba should or might establish a Court at Rat Portage, without waiting the deter- 
mination of the right to the territory, was not communicated to this Government, nor 
did this Government come to the knowledge of the letter.of the Under-Secretary until the 
month of June following, when a copy of it was obtained and sent to this Government by 
their officer at Rat Portage. 

It is evident from this letter, as well as from the whole course of the Dominion 
Government in connection with the matter, that the intention was, that, in defiance of 
the rights of Ontario, the Province of Manitoba should at once assume jurisdiction in the 
disputed territory, establish Courts, appoint officers and magistrates therein, and thus 
enter into a conflict with Ontario, and thus bring about perhaps the withdrawal of the 
officers of Ontario, and our leaving the territory for an indefinite time in the control of 
Manitoba and the Dominion. 

A further communication, dated April, 1881, was received from the same stipendiary 
magistrate, and extracts embracing its material parts were, on the 25th April, transmitted 
to the Secretary of State at Ottawa, with a request that he would be good enough to state, 
for the information of this Government, what the facts really were as to the matters 
therein mentioned as having occurred since the award, and since the determination of the 
provisional arrangements which had been theretofore made with reference to the territory 
in question. ; 

On the 27th April, the receipt of the despatch of the Provincial Secretary was acknow- 
ledged, but the information asked for was not given, nor was any reason suggested for not 
giving the same ; nor has the information been given since, or any reason stated for not 
giving it. The communication stated to the effect, that in the year 1873, certain persons, 
therein named, entered into possession of a timber limit, which they had previously 
obtained from the Dominion Government, containing one hundred square miles; that the 
limit was surveyed, comprising several blocks; that those blocks were marked on a map 
issued by the Dominion Government, and coloured yellow, and showed all the timber 
lands the parties were entitled to; that during the summer of 1880, the senior partner 
had an interview with Sir John Macdonald, and asserted that when his Company obtained 
their limit they were allowed the privilege of selecting the quantity in several blocks, 
those blocks not to contain less than twenty-five miles each ; that another firm named 
in the communication had secured a limit on the Lake of the Woods and its tributaries, 
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and had been allowed the privilege of selecting their limit in much smaller blocks ; that 
the firm first mentioned asked to be allowed to relinquish their claim to at least one-half 
of their limit, and to be allowed to select an equal quantity in blocks of any size, wher- 
ever they could be found, and would suit their Company best; that their demands were 
assented to, accompanied with the remark that they had better get their limit arranged 
to suit themselves at once, as it might not be in the power of the Dominion Government 
to do them the favour in a short time hence; that this firm had occupied their limit for 
several years, and cut timber sometimes on their limit and sometimes in other places out- 
side of it, and had (it was said) paid no dues to the Government for the timber, with 
the exception of what was cut last season; that during this time they discovered blocks 
more thickly timbered, of better quality and larger growth than the blocks originally 
selected and operated on by them, thereby obtaining an advantage not contemplated when 
they secured their limit, and securing a privilege not usually accorded to those enjoying 
timber limits ; that one of the partners (named) had made strong representations to the 
Dominion Government of injuries sustained by them when the water broke into the canal 
last summer, and had claimed that the water privilege at Fort Frances had been destroyed 
by the canal being cut where it is, and (it was said) had obtained a promise from the 
Government at Ottawa of one of the most valuable water privileges on the Lake of the 
Woods, at Rat Portage, in lieu of the pretended damage to the one at Fort Frances ; that all 
that was required to close the water out of the canal was a small dam across the mouth of 
the canal, which might cost from one to two hundred dollars, and then the privilege would 
be as good as it was formerly ; that the said firm had also represented that their milling 
operations were delayed by the water breaking into the canal, while the fact is they sawed 
double the quantity of lumber in the same time that they had in any previous season ; 
that it was also reported that a member of the House of Commons (named in the com- 
munication) had got a timber limit during the past year on the Winnipeg River, within 
the territory awarded to Ontario. 

These were the statements made known to the Dominion Government, with the 
names of the parties referred to ; and, from that day to this, the people and Government 
of Ontario have had-no information from the Federal Government on the subject. 

It appears from another communication of the same officer, that he held his first 
Court at Rat Portage on the 16th May, 1881; that a number of cases were tried and 
disposed of ; that in some of them the money was paid by the judgment debtor before 
execution, and in others after execution ; and that no question of jurisdiction was raised 
by, or on behalf of, any of the persons sued except Manning, McDonald & Co., contractors 
with the Dominion Government for a portion of the Pacific Railway. A judgment was 
given against these contractors, execution was issued, and a seizure made by the bailiff ; 
that the bailiff was thereupon assaulted by an agent of the defendants; that he was sub- 
sequently arrested by a Dominion constable, and without being brought before any 
magistrate was put into the gaol so established by order of His Excellency the Governor- 
General in Council; that he was afterwards brought before the magistrate of the Dominion 
and fined one dollar or one day in gaol, and as he did not immediately pay the fine he was 
committed to gaol for performing his duty. Partly for want of a sufficient police force, 
and partly to avoid bloodshed, no further proceedings have been taken on the execution 


in his hands. It appears, also, that no new suits have been entered for the sittings | 


of the Ontario Division Court at Rat Portage, on account of the question of jurisdiction 
having been raised by Messrs. Manning, McDonald & Co., as already mentioned, and of 
the process of the Court not having hitherto been enforced against them. 


It is the opinion of the stipendiary magistrate that it will henceforward be impossible ; 
to enforce his judgments without the assistance of a considerable force, and that it is 


evidently the intention of the said contractors and others, henceforward to resist all pro- 
cess issued under the authority of this Province. The same course will no doubt be taken, 
whenever convenient, with reference to any process issued under the authority of the 
laws of Manitoba. . 

The Act which provided for the extension of the boundaries of the Province of 
Manitoba was to come into force on a day to be appointed by Proclamation by the Govy- 
ernor, to be published in the Canada Gazette. Such Proclamation was issued accordingly 
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on the 18th June, 1881, and declared the said Act to be in force on and from the lst day 
of July, 1881. 

By another communication from the stipendiary magistrate, dated 26th September, 
1881, it appears that the Manitoba Government has since acted on the assumption that 
the disputed territory is within that Province, and has begun to exercise jurisdiction 
therein ; and, amongst other things, sessions of the County Court of the Province of 
Manitoba have been appointed to be held at Rat Portage ; a clerk for the court so to be 
held has been appointed ; writs have been issued in the Court of Queen’s Bench of the 
said Province against parties resident in the disputed territory ; and a judge of a Mani- 
toba court has already held one sitting at Rat Portage, and given judgment and ordered 
execution in cases brought before him. 

The Government of Manitoba has made no communication to this Government in 
respect of any of its proceedings with respect to the said territory. 

The stipendiary magistrate further reports that the Dominion Government had 
appointed an engineer in the employment of the contractors to act as timber agent at 
Rat Portage; that these contractors were taking timber for the purposes of their contract 
from the Crown Lands near Rat Portage ; that they have also had a sawmill in operation 
for several months at Eagle Lake, making lumber, and are piling it up at the side of the 
railway to be shipped to Winnipeg when the railway is opened; that there is reason to 
believe that an effort will be made to procure a million ties, besides posts and telegraph 
poles, without paying dues thereon; that a large number of men are at work who have 
been sent out by another person in Winnipeg, who is named; and that if the contem- 
plated proceedings are permitted to go on they will strip the country of its most valuable 
product. ; 

The Agent of this Government at Prince Arthur’s Landing reports thata gentleman, 
a resident of that place, has been exploring the pine timber on Lac Mille Lacs on the 
Height of Land (seventy miles from Prince Arthur’s Landing) ; that the same person was 
then sending, or has sent, a party to make a survey of the locality ; that he states he had 
applied to the Dominion Government for the timber, and was instructed to make this 
survey ; and our Agent reports that the limits are good. 

Various communications of the stipendiary magistrate further shew, that there is 
great need of a vigorous administration of the law in our territory north of the Height 
of Land, for the maintenance of peace and order ; that there is much illicit liquor-selling 
in the territory, and much drunkenness, immorality and crime ; that the question of juris- 
diction has paralyzed his proceedings, and diminshed his usefulness in the suppression of 
disorder ; and that the intervention of the officers of the Dominion has greatly increased 
the difficulties he has to contend with. The recent assumption of jurisdiction by the 
neighbouring Province of Manitoba, with the evident concurrence and approval of the 
Dominion Government, will, no doubt increase the difficulty still further. It is to be 
noted, that the active interference of the Federal authorities with our rights has been on 
the westerly side of the Province, where, independently of the award, our title is most 
clear, where the territory is most valuable, and where a vigorous administration of jus- 
tice is most needed. 

The instructions given to the stipendiary magistrate on his appointment were, that 
he should assume that the territory assigned to this Province by the award belonged to 
this Province, and should act without any reference to its being in dispute. He was 
afterwards directed to avoid, until further instructed, any conflict with the officers of 
the Dominion or of Manitoba, He now, in view of the difficulties thrown in the way of 
the administration of civil and criminal justice, desires to receive further instructions for 
his guidance. ies 

The Federal Government has not yet communicated to this Government a definite 
refusal to confirm the award, nor has there been any direct vote of Parliament to that 
effect ; but that such is the determination of the Federal authorities is abundantly 
implied in the various Governmental acts, Federal Statutes, and votes in the Federal 
Parliament, which the undersigned has referred to; and more distinctly in the speeches 
of Federal Ministers in Parliament. For example, in the debate on the Manitoba Bill, 
the First Minister thought fit to say, amongst other things, that the award was of no 
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value ; and that the boundary assigned to us could not be supported in any court or 
tribunal in the world*—an observation which, the undersigned apprehends, shows only 
that the speaker had not had time or inclination of late to study the case on which he was 
pronouncing judgment, and had forgotten the views formed and insisted upon by 
successive Governments of which he was either the head or a distinguished member. 

The urgent importance of the immediate settlement of the boundaries of Ontario. has 
been repeatedly affirmed by the Governments of Canada, before Confederation and 
afterwards ; and the urgency has been increasing year by year. It was never so great 
as it is now; and it is possible that the present Federal authorities may have done 
all which they think it needful or expedient to do to embarrass or weaken the demand of 
the Legislature and people of Ontario for their awarded rights ; and that, if this Province 
were willing, the Federal Government and the Government of Manitoba might now 
concur with this Government in stating a Case for the immediate decision of the questions 
at issue by Her Majesty’s Privy Council (which was the proposal of the Federal Govern- 
ment in 1872); and might in connection therewith concur in some reasonably satisfactory 
provisional arrangements for the settlement of the territory, the preservation of the 
timber therein, the administration of justice, and the enforcement of peace and order. 
Shall a negotiation with these objects be proceeded with, the result to be submitted to the 
Legislature at its next session ? . 

It certainly is not reasonable or just that this Province should be put to a second 
litigation of the question of Right; but, on the other hand, the Province desires to secure, 
peaceably and with all practicable expedition, whatever limits it is entitled to; and if the 
Federal authorities use their constitutional powers, however unjustly, to “ compel” a 
second litigation, Ontario may have no alternative but to agree to this condition. In 1872 
the Government of Ontario proposed a “reference to a Commission sitting on this side 
of the Atlantic”—one reason given for such preference being that ‘the solution of the 
boundary question depends upon numerous facts, the evidence as to many of which is 
procurable only in America, and the collection of which would involve the expenditure 
of much time.” The evidence thus referred to having since been collected, this reason 
would no longer apply if the Federal and Manitoba Governments would consent that 
the evidence so collected and in print for the use of the Arbitrators (with any other 
documentary evidence, if such is found) should be the materials on which the reference to 
the Privy Council is to proceed. 

The undersigned has pointed out some of the evils of the existing state of things. 
He cannot conceal from himself that further evils to this Province may be created by 
prolonged delay. Even uncertainty as to the proper authority both makes government 
more or less difficult, and retards settlement. Settlers cannot feel sure of their title to 
their lands, or to the improvements which they make. Some men rather like a 
state of lawlessness, and run all risks; but many do not; and these are deterred by 
the uncertainty from remaining in the country or having transactions in it. Again, if 
the practical effect of Federal measures should be Ontario’s temporary withdrawal from 
the territory, the danger is not to be overlooked that the territory may permanently drift 
away from Ontario. The population will get accustomed to. the laws of Manitoba ; will 
come to consider themselves as not belonging to Ontario ; and the lands and limits which 
they occupy will have, for title, grants, licenses, contracts, or permits from another Govern- 
ment. To change the jurisdiction over the territory after its principal accessible parts 
have become populated under such circumstances, may be found to be most inconvenient, 
and even to involve insuperable complications and difficulties. Should these results not 
follow, we cannot conceal from ourselves that it has been proved by long experience that 
a Government on this continent cannot, if it would, ignore occupants of Crown Lands, 
though they may be occupants without title; and that (generally speaking) the occupancy 
is ultimately clothed with the title, either without compensation, or on terms different 
from those which might properly be imposed if the possession were vacant. A fortiori 
might this be found to be the case in the present ,instance, as respects occupants who 
should receive grants or licenses from'the Government of the Dominion or of Manitoba. 


* Debates, House of Commons, 1881, page 1452. 
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Dominion Ministers, speaking for the Dominion Government, said and shewed that the 
Hudson’s Bay Company were mere “squatters” on the lands they occupied ;* and yet 
the Dominion found it expedient afterwards to pay to the Company a considerable com- 
pensation to get rid of their claims, though the compensation was small as compared with 
value of the territory. In the present case the obtaining of damages against the Dominion 
would be no adequate compensation to this Province for wrongs done by Federal legisla- 
tion, or by the acts of the Federal Government. Such damages would come principally 
out of the pockets of Ontario taxpayers, as being the chief contributors to the revenue of 
the Dominion ; and any indemnity we could receive would practically be paid to a large 
extent with our own money. i 

An appeal to the electors of the Dominion for the rights of the Province has been 
suggested.. Such an appeal may not be practicable in time to prevent irremediable evils 
resulting from delay ; the first general election for the Dominion may not take place until 
the autumn of 1883 ; and at this election, whenever it occurs, the question as to the 
territory in dispute may be overshadowed by other issues which in Dominion politics 
ae parties, and with which the Legislature and Government of Ontario have nothing 
o do. 

Notwithstanding that the Federal Government, since the award, has repeatedly 
declined to discuss suggestions made by this Government for an adequate provisional 
arrangement to be acted upon pending the dispute, and has proposed no other provisional 
arrangement, and has made no official communication whatever as to any mode of deter- 
mining the question of right, still, in view of all the circumstances, and especially of the 
very serious evils, present and prospective, which the course of the Federal Government 
has created, and of the absence of any means of peaceably preventing such evils,—the 
undersigned ventures to recommend that he may receive authority from Your Honour in 
Council to endeavour once more, by personal conference or otherwise as may be found 
expedient or useful, to ascertain for the information and action of this Government, and 
of the Legislature of Ontario at its next session, whether the Federal Government and 
the Government of Manitoba can now be induced to concur in any mode of accomplishing 
a permanent settlement in relation to the disputed territory, in connection with adequate 
and proper provisional arrangements ; and if so, what the best terms appear to be to which 
those Governments may be prevailed upon to accede. 

All which is respectfully submitted. 

O. Mowat. 

November Ist, 1881. 


——E 


Tue LIBEUTENANT-GOVERNOR TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE. + 


OVERNMENT HousE, 
: Toronto, 31st December, 1881. 


Si1r,—I beg to call your attention to the unfortunate condition of that large portion 
of this Province to which the Federal authorities dispute our right. I desire specially 
to refer to that part of the disputed territory, comprising about 39,000 square miles, 
which lies on the westerly side of this Province, and to which, by the Act of last session 
for the extension of the boundaries of the Province of Manitoba (44 Vic., cap. 14), the 
Federal Parliament transferred to that Province the claim of the Dominion, so far as 
relates to the Provincial jurisdiction therein. 

I beg to remind you that the importance of having settled without further delay all 
questions in regard to the boundaries of the Province was repeatedly stated, and even 
insisted upon, by your Government as long ago as the year 1872. Thus in an Order 
in Council, approved by His Excellency the Governor-General on the 9th April, 1872, it 
was affirmed to be ‘‘of the greatest consequence to the peace and well-being of the 
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country in the vicinity of the dividing line, that no question as to jurisdiction, or the 
means of prevention or punishment of crime, should arise or be allowed to continue ;” 
and it was not doubted “that both Governments would feel it their duty to settle, 
without further delay, upon some proper mode of determining, in an authoritative 
manner, the true position of such boundary.” - 

On the lst of May in the same year, Sir John A. Macdonald, the Premier, and then 
Minister of Justice, made a report, which was approved by Order in Council, in which 
report it was stated, in reference to the disputed territory, that “it was very material 
that crime should not be unpunished or unprevented;” and in this view it was suggested 
that “the Government of Ontario be invited to concur in a statement of the case for 
immediate reference to the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council of England.” It was 

‘further stated that “the mineral wealth of the North-West country is likely to attract a 

large immigration into those parts ; and with a view to its development, as well as to pre- 
vent the confusion and strife that is certain to arise among the miners and other settlers 
so long as the uncertainty as to boundary exists,” it was recommended that a course of 
joint action should meanwhile be adopted by the Dominion and the Province “in regard 
to the grants of lands and of issuing licenses, reservation of royalties, etc.” 

By another Order in Council, approved on the 7th of November, 1872, His 
Excellency the Governor-General’s Federal advisers obtained the sanction of the Crown 
to the statement that “the importance of obtaining an authoritative decision as to the 
limits to the north and to the west of the Province of Ontario had already been affirmed 
by a Minute in Council,” and that “the establishment of criminal and civil jurisdiction, 
and the necessity of meeting the demands of settlers and miners for the acquisition of 
titles to land, combined to render such a decision indispensable.” 

On the 26th of June, 1874, a provisional arrangement was made for the sale of lands 
in the disputed territory, which arrangement was in force from its date until 3rd August, 
1878, when the award was made. By the award so much of the territory theretofore 
in dispute as was situate east of the meridian of the most north-western angle of the 
Lake of the Woods (say longitude 95° 14’ 38” W.), was awarded to Ontario, and the claim 
theretofore made on behalf of this section of Canada to the territory beyond that 
meridian, to either the White Earth River or the Rocky Mountains, was negatived by 
the Arbitrators. 

I beg to remind you that from that day to this the Federal Government has made- 
no official communication to the Government of this Province of their intention to reject 
the award, but my Government has been left to gather this intention from the omission 
of the Federal Government for the first two sessions of Parliament to bring in any 
measure for the recognition or confirmation of the award ; and from the speeches made 
in Parliament by Ministers during the last two sessions ; and more distinctly from the . 
transfer made last session to Manitoba by the Act already mentioned, and which Act, 
passed notwithstanding the remonstrances of this Government, had the effect of putting 
it out of the power of the Dominion to confirm the award without the concurrence of 
that Province. ae 

My Government cannot doubt that the Federal authorities are aware, and will admit, 
that the progress of the couutry in the last nine years, and the realization during this 
period of the condition of things which in 1872 was only anticipated, have immensely — 
increased the duty then perceived and expressed by your Goverment, that ‘no question 
as to jurisdiction or the means of prevention or punishment of crime should be allowed to 
continue ;” and that there is a “necessity of meeting the demands of settlers and miners 
for the acquisition of titles to lands.” Immigrants and others have, as anticipated, been — 
attractad to the territory in dispute, in common with the rest of the North-West Terri- 
tories ; numerous settlers, miners and lumberers have now gone into the territory ; a 
large floating population is there ; also a considerable number of persons who desire to be 
settlers ; and the lands, mines and timber of. the territory are in active demand. 

With respect to the timber, enormous quantities of it are being cut and removed 
by trespassers and others. Some of those engaged in the work assert that they have 
licenses, permits, or the like, from the Federal Government ; and this Government has, 
in consequence, applied to your Government for information as to how far their pro- 
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ceedings have had the sanction of the Dominion Government ; but the information has 
not been given, nor has any notice been taken of the application for it. 

A communication from our stipendiary magistrate in the territory (a copy of which, 
or of its material part, was transmitted to you on the 8th March, 1881 ) shows—what 
also appears from other quarters—that the explorers and miners on the Lake of the 
Woods had suffered great disappointments and losses from the continuance of the 
territorial dispute ; that some of them had expended all their money in exploring and 
surveys, expecting an early return for their investments ‘and toil, but that nothing could 
be done with mining capitalists because a sure title to lands could not be procured ; that 
the delay of another year would ruin many ; that many would be driven from the locality 
never to return, causing loss to merchants and others who had made advances to them - 
that the people of the locality were suffering in many ways from the unsettled condition 
of affairs, there being no civil court of acknowledged jurisdiction to collect debts, no land 
agent to locate settlers, no registry office to record deeds, and no disinterested timber 
agent to protect the forests; that all was uncertainty and confusion ; that the claims to 
mineral lands had become so mixed that those who claimed locations would soon be 
unable to recognize their own property ; that some places had been surveyed several times, 
the surveys covering each other; that the magistrate had no doubt there would be 
fighting, and perhaps murder, over these claims; that some persons were then armed to 
defend their supposed or assumed rights against wealthier claimants; and that whiskey- 
sellers were plying their illicit calling with great success, and much to the injury of the 
district. Since the date of this communication, the Manitoba Act referred to has intro- 
duced new elements of confusion aud disorder. Two sets of Provincial laws, and two 
sets of Provincial officers, distract the inhabitants of both the unorganized and the 
organized parts of the territory. 

As regards the organized portions, which lie south and east of the Height of Land 
—and where, up to the time of Confederation, and for many years before, the authority 
of the laws, courts and officers of Upper Canada had always been assumed, by the 
Government and the population, without dispute or question, and where, since Confedera- 
tion, the authority of Ontario had continued to be assumed in the same manner—the 
unfortunate position of the inhabitants now, was, (in the debate on the Manitoba Bill), 
pointed out by the leader of the Government to be this: ‘‘The people of Prince Arthur’s 
Landing may resist the processes of law; they may say to the Sheriff that he is 
committing an illegality. A man may say to another who bring a suit against him, 
‘This is the process of an Ontario Court, and Ontario laws do not extend here, because 
we are not part of that Province.’” The same things may be said in respect of the 
officers and courts of Manitoba in the same territory. 

I have further to remind you that since the award was made, the Government of 
Ontario have repeatedly called the attention of your Government to the serious practical 
evils which were attending the dispute, and to the importance and duty of not delaying 
a settlement of the question, or of making adequate provisional arrangements if the 
award was not to be recognized by the Federal authorities ; but no measure has ever 
been. recommended to Parliament to remove or alleviate, with reference to civil rights 
or the trial of civil matters, the evils thus arising from varying laws and disputed 
jurisdiction. 

In criminal matters only has something of a provisional kind been done, namely, by 
the Dominion Statute 43 Vic., cap. 46, continued until the end of next session by 44 
Vic., cap. 15; and this legislation is so defective that no magistrate or justice of the 
peace acting in this disputed territory can feel any assurance that his jurisdiction will 
not be disputed, or his officers set at defiance or sued in trespass. 

An authoritative determination of the right might be accomplished at once, by the 
Parliament of Canada and the Legislature of Manitoba passing Acts for this purpose, 
under the authority of the Imperial Act 34 and 35 Vic., cap. 28 ; and otherwise. But 
my Government are aware that the policy of the present Federal Government and 
Parliament forbids any expectation of that course being adopted. 

In 1872 your Government proposed an immediate reference to the Judicial Com- 
mittee of the Privy Council; and it was suggested in a communication to the Government 
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of Ontario that ‘no other tribunal than that of the Queen in Council would be satisfac- 
tory to the other Provinces of the Dominion, in a decision of questions in which they 
have a large interest, the importance of which is by current events being constantly and 
repeatedly augmented.” My Government have observed also that in the debate in the 
Senate on the Manitoba Bill last session, Sir Alexander Campbell, speaking for the 
Government, said: ‘‘The boundary line will have to be settled. It will be settled, [I 
suppose, by some reference to the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council of England, 
or some other tribunal. No particular burden will be thrown on Manitoba to procure a 
settlement.” Speaking of the boundary line, the same Minister further observed: ‘Its 
location is a matter of dispute ; and all we can do is to endeavour to get Ontario to agree 
to some tribunal by which it can be settled.” 

In the House of Commons’ debate on the same Bill, at a subsequent time, the 
Premier said, speaking of his predecessors: “The Government were peculiarly bound to 
see that the question was left to a tribunal that could speak authoritatively ; and I do not 
see, unless they were afraid of their case, why they [the Ontario Government] should 
have objected to the Imperial tribunal, to which it must go finally. That is the only way 
of settling the case. All must submit to that, the highest tribunal in the Empire.” 

Having reference to these observations, and remembering that the award of the 
distinguished gentlemen who were chosen by the two Governments as Arbitrators, and 
whose ability and impartiality have always been acknowledged, has not been satisfactory 
to the Federal authorities, I do not suppose that any tribunal constituted by agreement 
of the parties would, under all the circumstances, be proper or satisfactory. 

A reference to the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, or to any other 
tribunal, would involve much loss of time; and meanwhile the advices received from 
the territory indicate that the timber therein is being destroyed; that enormous quan- 
tities of it are being practically lost to the Province ; and that the development of the 
territory is arrested, to the permanent injury of this Province, by the continued absence 
of undisputed authority to enforce order, administer justice, and grant titles. The evils 
arising from this state of things are so great, and are increasing so rapidly, and it is so 
important that the Province should without further delay secure peaceable possession of 


| whatever limits it is entitled to, that my Government would. be willing, with the con- 
_ currence of the Legislature, to submit the matter. to the Privy Council, on condition of 
_ consent being given by the Dominion.Government.and that of Manitoba, and by the 
| Parliament of Canada and the Legislature of Manitoba, to just arrangements for the 
| government of the territory in the meantime. 


Without such provisional arrangements, this Province may as well wait for the 
confirmation of the award, which (so far as concerns the rights and powers still remain- 
ing to the Dominion) my Government confidently expect from another Parliament, as go. 
to the expense, and have the unavoidable delay of a second litigation. 

From the time that it became manifest that the Dominion Government did not. 
contemplate an early recognition of the award, provisional arrangements have from 
time to time been suggested by this Government, and by the Attorney-General on. its. 
behalf. I beg to refer you to the communications containing these suggestions ; and I 
may add that your Government has not hitherto made any of them the subject of com- 
munication to this Government; nor have any counter propositions hitherto been: 
suggested. 

It may be convenient here to state the substance of these suggestions : 

(1) By reason of the award, and of its accordance with the contentions of the 
Province and Dominion of Canada up to 1870, the prima facie title to the territory must 
be admitted to be in the Province of Ontario; and it was therefore proposed that, 
pending the dispute, this Province should have the authority of the Dominion to deal 
with the lands and timber (as in the other parts of the Province), subject to an account 
if the title is ultimately decided to be in the Dominion, and not in the Province. 

(2) As (without a state of practical anarchy) there cannot continue to be two 
systems of law in this great territory of 39,000 square miles, the law of Ontario should, 
by proper legislation, be declared to govern in regard to matters which, by the British 
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North America Act, are within Provincial jurisdiction. This, or any other arrangement 
with regard to these matters, will now require legislation by Manitoba. 

(3) It was further proposed that, pending the dispute, the jurisdiction of our 
Courts and officers should be recognized and confirmed; and that the jurisdiction of 
our stipendiary magistrates in the disputed territory should be increased to the extent 
contemplated by the disallowed Act, 42 Vic., cap. 19, Ont. This extended jurisdiction, 
it may be observed, would not be so great as the jurisdiction which has been conferred 
by Dominion Statutes upon similar magistrates in the territories of the Dominion. 
To prevent doubts, there should be legislation by the Federal Parliament, and by the 
Legislatures of both Manitoba and Ontario. 

The Manitoba Act of the last session of Parliament has rendered necessary the 
concurrence of the Government and Legislature of Manitoba in the provisional arrange- 
ments referred to. But it is presumed that such concurrence would, if now desired or 
approved by the Federal Government, be given gladly ; for it is not to be supposed that 
that Province—with its small revenue, and with the enormous additional demands upon 
it for the government and development of its undisputed territory, increased by the same 
Act from 13,464 to upwards of 100,000 square miles—can desire to have the further 
expense and responsibility of the temporary government of 39,000 square miles of 
disputed territory, which may never be theirs, and to which such of the people of Manitoba 
as may take the trouble to learn the facts, must feel it not improbable that Ontario has 
the right ; since such was in effect the view taken and acted upon in every way by the 
successive Governments of Canada up to 1870; and since such highly competent referees 
as the Right Honourable Sir Edward Thornton, then Her Majesty’s Ambassador at 
Washington, and now her Ambassador to the Court of St. Petersburg, the late Honour- 
able Chief Justice Harrison, and the Honourable Sir Francis Hincks, K.C.M.G., declared 
and awarded the disputed territory to be within the boundaries of this Province. 

I have called the Ontario Legislature to meet for the dispatch of business on the 
12th of January. I perceive that the Parliament of Canada is to meet in the following 
month, and I would respectfully urge the great importance of my being officially informed, 
before the meeting of our Legislature, whether the Dominion Government is now willing, 
with the concurrence of the Legislature of Manitoba, so far as such concurrence is 
necessary, to agree to the arrangements which have been suggested, and to obtain from 
Parliament at its approaching session the Dominion legislation necessary to give effect 
to such arrangements. Or, if the Dominion Government is not willing to agree to the 
arrangements suggested, my Government would be glad to be informed what the best 
terms are to which your Government is prepared to agree, for the fina] settlement of the 
question of right, and for the provisional government of the territory in the meantime. 
I beg to remind you once more that since the award, no terms have ever been proposed 
to this Government with reference to either matter, unless it may be in the informal, 
and so far nugatory, negotiations which have recently taken place with the Attorney- 
General. 

I beg also to renew the request made in a former despatch, but not hitherto noticed 
by your Government, for information as to the transactions of your Government with 
respect to the disputed territory since the date of the award. What my Government 
desire to have is, information of all transactions with respect to the timber and lands 
respectively, including copies of all grants, licenses, permits, regulations, instructions, 
letters, documents and papers of every kind relating to the same. This information my 
Government submit that they are entitled to receive, whether there is to be a provisional 
arrangement or not. Pits 

It has recently been stated in the public journals that the Federal Government had 
assumed authority to grant to the Pacific Railway Company land for their line of road 
through the disputed territory, and for timber purposes, a breadth of twenty miles on 
each side of this road throughout its whole length. No communication on the subject 
has been received from the Federal Government. If the newspaper statement is correct, 
my Government respectfully submit that, as the right to the territory is in dispute, no 
such grant should have been made without the concurrence of the Provincial authorities ; 
and that if their concurrence was not cared for, they should at all events have had 
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previous notice of what was contemplated, that they might have had an opportunity by 
negotiation or expostulation, of seeing that, if possible, the interests of the Province 
were not set at naught. I have respectfully to request copies of the Orders in Council 
and other documents (if any) relating to the transaction. 
I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


J. B. Ropryson. 
To the Honourable the Secretary of State, 
Ottawa. 


EXTRACT FROM THE SPEECH OF His Honour THE LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR ON THE OPENING 
oF THE OnTARIO LEGISLATURE, 12TH JANUARY, 1882.* 


I regret that since your last Session no progress has been made towards a recognition 
of the right of the Province to that extensive portion of its territory, our title to which, 
notwithstanding the award of the distinguished Arbitrators appointed by the two 
Governments, the Federal authorities have continued to dispute. The grave practical evils 
resulting from the dispute have, since you last met, been greatly increased by an Act of 
the Federal Parliament transferring to the Province of Manitoba, so far as relates to 
Provincial jurisdiction, the claim of the Dominion to the most valuable part of the 
disputed territory, including our organized municipalities south and east of the Height 
of Land. While the Bill was before the House of Commons, I addressed to the Federal 
Government a despatch protesting, on behalf of Ontario, against this part of the intended 
Act. A copy of my despatch, with other papers relating to the territory, will be laid 
before you. 


ParaGRAPH THREE OF THE Proposep ADDRESS, IN Reply To THE LIEUTENANT- 
GOVERNOR’S SPEECH AT THE OPENING OF THE ONTARIO LEGISLATURE. Movep 
13TH January, 1882.+ 


3. That we agree with His Honour that it is to be regretted that since our last 
Session no progress has been made towards a recognition of the right of the Province to 
that extensive portion of its territory our title to which, notwithstanding the award of 
the distinguished Arbitrators appointed by the two Governments, the Federal authorities 
have continued to dispute ; and that the grave practical evils resulting from the dispute 
have, since we last met, been greatly increased by an Act of the Federal Parliament 
transferring to the Province of Manitoba, so far as relates to Provincial jurisdiction, the 
claim of the Dominion to the most valuable part of the disputed territory, including our 
organized municipalities south and east of the Height of Land; and we are glad to jearn 
that while the Bill was before the House of Commons His Honour addressed to the 
Federal Government a despatch protesting, on behalf of Ontario, against this part of the 
intended Act, and that a copy of his despatch, with other papers relating to the territory, 
will be laid before us. 


On the 26th January, 1882, Mr. Meredith, seconded by Mr. Morris, moved in 
AMENDMENT TO THE THIRD PARAGRAPH OF THE PROPOSED ADDRESS, { 


That the third paragraph be struck out, and the following substituted therefor :— 
‘That while we regret the delay which has occurred in the final settlement of the 


* Journals Leg. Ass., 1882, Vol. 15, p. 3. 
+ Ibid, p. 9. 
{ Lbid, pp. 21-38. 
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Novtherly and Westerly Boundaries of the Province, and while we are prepared at all 
times to maintain by all lawful and constitutional means its territorial and other rights, 
we deprecate the taking of any course in the enforcement of those rights which is calcu- 
‘lated to disturb the peace of the Dominion, and we desire to express our regret that your 
Honour’s advisers have not taken the only lawful and constitutional means which in the 
absence of the approval of the award by the Parliament of Canada are open for the 
determination of the question in reference to such boundaries,” 
Mr. Sinclair, seconded by Mr. Hagar, moved in 


AMENDMENT TO THE AMENDMENT, 


That all after the first word “That” in the amendment be struck out, and in lieu 
thereof, there be inserted these words, “that part of the original resolutions under con- 
sideration by the House be amended by adding thereto the words following :—And we 
avail ourselves of this, the earliest opportunity at the present session, to reiterate our 
determination to give our cordial support. to any steps which may be necessary for 
ascertaining and maintaining the just claims and rights of Ontario, as by the said award 
found and determined ;,and in the name of the people of Ontario we emphatically insist 
that any absence of prior legislation on the part of the Dominion to give effect to the 
conclusions which should be arrived at by the Arbitrators, can neither justify nor excuse 
the action of the Dominion authorities in now repudiating the said award, and refusing 
to give to Ontario her just rights as thereby ascertained and determined.” 

And a debate having arisen, 

Ordered, That the debate be adjourned until to-morrow. 


On the 27th January the Amendment to the Amendment, having been put, was’ 
carried on the following 


DIVISION : 


YEas—Messieurs Appleby, Awrey, Badgerow, Ballantyne, Baxter, Bishop, Blezard, 
Bonfield, Caldwell, Cascaden, Chisholm, Crooks, Deroche, Dryden, Ferris, F ield, Fraser, 
Freeman, Gibson (Hamilton), Gibson (Huron), Graham, Hagar, Harcourt, Hardy, 
Hawley, Hay, Hunter, Laidlaw, Livingston, Lyon, McCraney, McKim, McLaughlin, 
MacMahon, Mack, Miller, Mowat, Murray, Nairn, Neelon, Pardee, Peck, Robinson (Card- 
well), Robinson (Kent), Robertson (Halton), Sinclair, Snider, Striker, Waters, Watter- 
worth, Wells, Widdifield, Wood, Young—54 


Nays—Messieurs Baker, Baskerville, Bell, Boulter, Brereton, Broder, Creighton, 
French, Jelly, Kerr, Lauder, Lees, Long, Macmaster, Madill, Meredith, Merrick, Metcalfe, 
Monck, Morgan, Morris, Near, Richardson, Robertson (Hastings), Tooley, White—26. 


THE THIRD PARAGRAPH, AS AMENDED, 
was then read as follows :—* 


That we agree with His Honour that it is to be regretted that since our last session 
no progress has been made towards a recognition of the right of the Province to that 
extensive portion of its territory our title to which, notwithstanding the award of the 
distinguished Arbitrators appointed by the two Governments, the Federal authorities 
have continued to dispute; and that the grave practical evils resulting from the dispute 
have, since we last met, been greatly increased by an Act of the Federal Parliament 
transferring to the Province of Mantane so far as relates to Provincial Jurisdiction, the 
claim of the Dominion to the most valuable part of the disputed territory, including our 
organized municipalities south and east of the Height of Land ; and we are glad to learn 
that while the Bill was before the House of Commons, His Honour addressed to the 
Federal Government a despatch protesting, on behalf of Ontario, against this part of the 
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intended Act, and that a copy of his despatch, with other papers relating to the territory, 
will be laid before us. That we avail ourselves of this, the earliest opportunity at the 
present session, to reiterate our determination to give our cordial support to any steps 
which may be necessary for ascertaining and maintaining the just claims and rights of 
Ontario, as by the said award found and determined ; and in the name of the people of 
Ontario we emphatically insist that any absence of prior legislation on the part of the 
Dominion to give effect to the conclusions which should be arrived at by the Arbitrators, 
can neither justify nor excuse the action of the Dominion authorities in now repudiating 
the said award, and refusing to give to Ontario her just rights as thereby ascertained 
and determined. 
Agreed to, on the same division. 


Tue SECRETARY OF STATE TO THE LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR.* 


Ortawa, 27th January, 1882. 


Sir,—I have the honour to inform you that His Excellency the Governor-General 
has had under his consideration in Council your despatch .bearing date the 31st Decem- 
ber, 1881, relating to the disputed territory west and north of the Province of Ontario. 

I have now to state for the information of your Government as follows: 

1. The position.of His Excellency’s advisers has been uniform from the beginning. 
They have on all occasions been anxious to obtain from the highest tribunal approachable, 
an authoritative decision of the question in dispute, but have been unwilling, and have 
considered it inconsistent with their duty to treat the matter as one which might be dealt 
with by arbitration. 

2. There is a legal boundary between Ontario and the recently acquired North-West 
Territories ; and as representing the various Provinces of the Dominion who have acquired 
that territory, it is the duty, it is conceived, of the Government of the Dominion not to 
give away any part of it, nor to agree to arbitration upon its boundary, but to ascertain 
what its legal extent is. 

3. This disposition on the part of His Excellency’s advisers was also the conviction 
of the Government in office at the time the territory was acquired, and for some years 
afterwards, and the anxiety which is felt now was expressed then by the several Orders 
in Council which are referred to in your Honour’s despatch. 

4, The North-West Territories were acquired in 1870, and on the 9th of April, the 
Ist of May, and the 17th of November, 1872, the importance of settling the boundary, and 
of settling it as a question of law, which could be determined by a Judicial Tribunal, was 
pressed upon the consideration of His Excellency’s predecessor, and communicated to the 
Government of Ontario by the several Orders in Council referred to in your despatch. 

5. Had the proposal then made for the submission of the dispute to the Judicial 
Committee of the Privy Council been accepted by Ontario, the delays and inconveniences 
alleged in the communication under consideration to have occurred would have been 
avoided. The matter would long since have been settled by the highest authority in the 
Empire, and the boundary between Ontario and the then recently acquired North-West 
Territories authoritatively and finally settled. 

6. His Excellency’s advisers believe that it is much to be regretted, in the interest of 
Ontario, as well as of the Dominion at large, that a proposal so reasonable in itself, and 
which would have brought to the consideration of the legal question involved the most 
learned and accomplished minds in the empire, and given every assurance of a speedy and 
satisfactory decision, and one which would have commanded universal assent, was no 
accepted by the Government of Ontario. - 


* Sess. Papers, Ont., 1882, No. 23; Return, Ho. Coms,. dated 14th February, 1882. [There being 
verbal differences between the printed copies of this despatch, the original despatch has been followed in 
the copy here given, except as to one word hereinafter noted.—G. E. L.] 
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7. It does not appear that any response was made by the Government of Ontario to 
the proposal to submit the question to the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council. 

8. The proposal of 1874, referred to in your despatch, that the question in dispute 
should be referred to arbitration, does not seem to have been treated by either Govern- 
ment as a mode of seeking an authoritative decision upon the question involved as a 
matter of law, but rather as a means of establishing a conventional line without first 
ascertaining the true boundary. In corroboration of this view it is to be noted, that of 
the three gentlemen who made the award referred to in your despatch under the reference 
of 1872, two were laymen, and only one of the profession of the law. 

9. His Excellency’s advisers are of opinion that in advance of. Parliamentary sanc- 
tion it was not only highly inexpedient, but transcended the power of the Government of 
the day to refer to arbitration the question of the extent of the North-west Territories 
acquired by the Dominion by purchase from the Hudson’s Bay Company. 

10. That territory had been acquired on behalf of, and was in fact held for, all the 
Provinces comprised in the Dominion, and the extent of it was a question in regard to 
which, if a dispute arose, Parliament only could have absolved the Government of the 
day from the duty of seeking an authoritative determination by the legal tribunals of the 
country. Such a decision having been once obtained, if it had been found that it promised 
to be to the convenience of Ontario and the adjoining Province that a conventional 
boundary should be established in lieu of the legal boundary, authority might have been 
sought from the Legislatures‘of those Provinces and from the Parliament of the Dominion 
for the adoption of such a conventional line. 

11. That the course pursued was not intended as a means of seeking a legal 
boundary is further shown by the course pursued by the Legislature of Ontario, who, 
under the provision contained in the Imperial Act 34 and 35 Vic., Cap. 38, enabling the 
Parliament of Canada to increase, diminish, or otherwise alter the limits of a Province, 
with the assent of its Legislature, passed an Act giving their assent to the limits of their 
Province being changed by Parliament to meet the award, whatever it might be. The 
passage of such an Act shows that it was not sought that the true boundary line should 
be ascertained, but that a conventional one should be laid down. 

12. It.must further be observed that a Committee of the House of Commons has 
reported as follows, viz.:— 

“In reference to the award made by the arbitrators on the 3rd day of August, 
1878, a copy of which is appended (p. ), your Committee are of opinion that it does- 
not describe the true boundaries of Ontario. It seems to your Committee to be inconf 
sistent with any boundary line ever suggested or proposed subsequent to the Treaty o] 
Utrecht (1713). It makes the Provincial boundaries run into territory granted by Roya 
Charter in 1670 to the Merchants Adventurers of England trading into Hudson Bay, and 
it cuts through Indian territories which, according to the Act 43 George III, Cap. 138, 
and 1 and 2 George IV., Cap. 66, formed ‘no part of the Provinces of Lower Canada or 
Upper Canada, or either of them,’ and it carries the boundaries of Ontario within the 
limits of the former colony of Assiniboia, which was not a part of Upper Canada,” 
showing how unwarrantable it would have been for the Government of the Dominion 
to have undertaken to ask Parliament to adopt the award as one defining the true 
boundaries. 

13. On assuming office, His Excellency’s present advisers found that no authority 
had been obtained from Parliament for the reference made in 1874 of the dispute to 
arbitration. They themselves were opposed to that mode of disposing of the question, 
conceiving it to be inexpedient and lacking in legal authority, and that the duty of the 
Government was to seek for the disposal of the matter as a question of law. 

14. It is to be borne in mind that when the proposal of the reference to the 
Judicial Committee of the Privy Council was suggested, and its expediency enforced by 
the Dominion Government in 1872, the Supreme Court of Canada had not been brought 
into existence, and there was therefore no high tribunal other than the Judicial Com- 
mittee of the Privy Council in England by which the question in dispute could have been 


authoritatively settled. ° 
15. In 1875 the Act creating the Supreme Court was passed by the Parliament of 
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Canada, the British North America Act, 1867, authorizing that Court to be created 
inter alia for the purpose of dealing with inter-Provincial and constitutional questions, and 
upon the creation of that Court it would seem to have become the tribunal to which 
both Federal and Provincial Governments should have resorted for the decision of the 
question now under discussion. 

16. As in 1872 the Government of the day was anxious to submit the question to 
the then highest tribunal, so now His Excellency’s present advisers would readily con- 
sent to use the influence of the Dominion Government with that of Manitoba to obtain 
a submission of the whole question as to the boundary to the Supreme Court of Canada, 
under the 52nd section of the Act of 1875, establishing the Court. They trust with con- 
fidence that their exertions with the Government of Manitoba would be attended with 
success, and that such submission would be agreed to by that Government. 

17. Another method of obtaining an authoritative decision was pointed out to the 
Attorney-General of Ontario at an interview sought for that purpose with him by Sir 
John Macdonald and the Minister of Justice, who, on the 21st of November last, pro- 
posed to Mr. Mowat, at his office in Toronto, that the Government of the Dominion and 
that of Ontario should unite in soliciting the good offices of some eminent English legal 
functionary for the purpose of determining the true boundary line. The names of Lord 
Selborne, who was then, it was reported, likely to seek relief from the fatigues of his 
ottice, and of Lord Cairns, were suggested by Sir John Madonald, who proposed that one 
or other of these noblemen, or some other distinguished “legal functionary, should be 
invited to come to Canada, to sit in Toronto or elsewhere,*for the purpose of hearing the 
evidence and deciding upon the boundary question as one of law, susceptible of being 
determined by evidence as other important questions are. 

18. The great advantage in such a submission would be that whilst legal ability and 
learning of the highest character would be secured for the decision of the question, it 
would have given both parties the opportunity of submitting such evidence as they might 
think proper, and the difficulty of agreeing on facts, and settling a case to be submitted 
to the Privy Council, would have been avoided. Evidence ‘would be heard upon the 
spot, and the fact of the hearing and the arguments of counsel taking place in the country 
would have tended to command general assent. ‘ 

19. This proposition was taken into consideration by Mr. Mowat, and it is only 
recently that he conveyed to the Minister of Justice his indisposition to accede to that 
proposal; but itis one which His Excellency’s Government is still ready to adopt, if their 
previous suggestion of a submission to the Supreme Court of Canada should not command 
the assent of the Government of Ontario. 

20. As regards the assertion in Your Honour’s despatch, that the enlargement of 
the boundaries of Manitoba has complicated the present question, this Government are 
unable to adopt the view put forth in the despatch. The original confines of Manitoba 
were very small, and the rapidly augmenting population of that Province had made the 
fact a ground of continued complaint, and the Local Government had urged upon the 
Government of the Dominion that the limited extent of their Province paralyzed their efforts 
in the development of the Province, in the establishment of municipalities, and the crea- 
tion of means of communication, and otherwise. It was uncertain how long the disputed 
boundary question might remain open, and His Excellency’s Government felt themselves 
constrained, finally, to recommend the enlargement of the boundaries of Manitoba, but 
Parliament did so in such a manner, and in such language, as carefully guarded against 
the step constituting any interference with the disputed question of the wéstern limits 
of Ontario. 

21. It is believed that the Government of Manitoba would readily acquiesce in the 
question of the boundary line being brought for decision either before the Supreme Court 
of Canada or the high legal functionary, as suggested by Sir John Macdonald and the 
Minister of Justice, to Mr. Mowat, on the occasion referred to. 

22, His Excellency’s advisers look upon this question as one which should be con- 
sidered rigidly as one of Law, on account of the fiduciary character which they hold in 
regard to the various Provinces of the Dominion, whose money was expended in the 
acquisition of the territory, and who are now largely exerting and taxing themselves for 
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the purpose of constructing a line of railway through it, to which the Government of 
Ontario (although the railway passes for upwards of 600 miles through its territory) 
have refused to contribute any aid in land, as has so largely been done out of the North- 
West Territories by the Dominion. | 

_ 23. The Government of the Dominion believe that the interests of Ontario are con- 
sidered by the action which they advise as much and as strongly as the interests of any 
other Province. Their only anxiety is that a legal question in which Ontario is inter- 
ested by itself, and in which it is interested also as a member of the Confederation, should 
be disposed of by a Legal Tribunal. 

24, They heartily wish that the proposal urged by the Dominion Government in 
1872 for a submission to the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council had been accepted 
by Ontario, and they cannot but attribute much of the inconvenience and delay alleged 
in your despatch to have occurred to the refusal of Ontario to unite in such a sub- 
mission, 

25. To the arbitration of 1874 His Excellency’s Government was unable, for the 
reasons assigned, to give their adhesion ; but, with Ontario, they believe it to be of the 
greatest importance that the dispute should be settled, and they will be anxious to fur. 
ther in every way in their power the submission of the question either to the Supreme 
Court of Canada or to an eminent legal functionary, to be mutually agreed upon ; or, if it 
be preferred by the two Provinces of Ontario and Manitoba, to the Judicial Committee | 
of the Privy Council, although His Excellency’s advisers would prefer that it should be 
decided in Canada, either by the high legal functionary, as suggested, or by the Supreme 
Court, with the right of applying to the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council for an 
_ appeal to the Queen from any decision which may be arrived at, should either Province 
desire it. 

26. The question of the title to the land in the disputed territory should not be 
confused nor mixed up in any way with that relating to the boundaries. 

27. The Indians, and the Crown, and those claiming under them, have rights which 
can* be decided by the ordinary tribunals of the Province within which the land in 
dispute may finally be found, 

28, With respect to the timber, of which it is said in Your Honour’s despatch that 
enormous quantities are being cut and removed by trespassers and others, this Govern- 
ment have ascertained that no licenses have been issued to cut timber east of that boun- 
dary since the establishment of the Conventional line in 1870. Information regarding 
all permits, licenses, and other transactions would be readily furnished to the Govern- 
ment of Ontario at any time. 

29. The assumption in your despatch that the Conventional boundary terminated 
on the 3rd August, 1878, the date of the award referred to, seems to be without founda- 
tion; but if the Conventional line is to be considered as having been then abrogated, it | 
must be considered as at an end for all purposes, leaving both parties to assert their own ie 
rights in reference to all the questions involved. ‘ 

30. As regards the Government of the country, and the enforcement of law and 
order in the meantime, it was intimated to Mr. Mowat, at the interview above referred 
to, that the Government of the Dominion would be ready to agree to such measures as 
were necessary to prevent confusion in these important respects. The suggestion was 
then made that all Justices of the Peace residing in the disputed territory should receive 
commissions from both Ontario and Manitoba, and that all the judges of Ontario and all the 
judges of Manitoba should be put in a joint commission as regards the disputed territory. 
The laws of Ontario and Manitoba being alike in most respects, no confusion would probably 
arise. That in criminal matters the Act 43 Vic., Chap. 36, had made, it was thought, satis- 
factory provision; or if there was anything deficient, the Government of the Dominion 
would be ready to ask Parliament to supply it. That where there was found to be a 
practical difference between the laws of Ontario and those of Manitoba, the Government 
‘of the Dominion would use its good offices with the Government of Manitoba to induce 
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them to consent that the law to be administered should be that of Ontario, as regards all 
matters of Provincial jurisdiction, until the legal limits of both Provinces should be finally 


ascertained. 
I have the honour to be, Sir, 


Your obedient servant, 


J. A. Mousszau, 
Secretary of State. 
His Honour the Lieutenant-Governor of Ontario, 
Toronto. 


THE LigkuTENANT-GOVERNOR TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE, * 


Toronto, 18th February, 1882. 


Sir,—I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your despatch dated 27th 
January last, and, for the information of the Government of the Dominion, I beg to 
submit the following reply. 

My Government are glad that, though the Federal Government have for more than 
three years refrained from noticing requests and suggestions repeatedly made by the 
Government of Ontario with respect to the disputed territory, and from making any 
official communication of the views of your Government as to the question of title, or 
as to provisional arrangements necessary for the government and settlement of the 
country while your Government were pleased to dispute our title, your despatch has at 
last placed this Government in official possession of the views of the Federal Govern- 
ment on these subjects. My Advisers deeply regret to find those views so unsatisfac- 
tory, and (as they respectfully submit) so unjust to the people of Ontario. But a 
frank discussion of them may be of service to the interests concerned. 

Your despatch intimates distinctly, what had been already perceived, though not be- 
fore officially stated to this Government, that the policy of your Government is 
to reject and disregard the Award; and your despatch states the reasons for this 
course. I notice that among these reasons it is not suggested (as of course it 
could not be), that the arbitrators were not able and impartial men, well known, 
and held in high estimation in this country ; or that they had not before them all the 
known evidence bearing on the subject with the decision of which they had been entrusted ; 
or that they did not do their best to come to a correct conclusion. The reasons 
which you give are of an entirely different kind, namely,*that the reference “ transcended’ 
the power of the Government of the day ;” that the matter should be “considered rigidly 
as one of law ;” that the duty of the Government was to seek “an authoritative deter- 
mination by the legal tribunals of the country ;” that the reference “was not intended 
as a means of seeking a legal boundary,” but that the object of it was that “a con- 
ventional line should be laid down;” and that-His Excellency’s present advisers were 
“ opposed to disposing of the question” by arbitration, conceiving that mode to be “inex- 
pedient and lacking in legal authority.” These seem to my Advisers to be, under: 
the circumstances, unprecedented grounds of objection. A difference of opinion between 
one set of Ministers and their successors as to the expediency of having settled a con- 
troversy by arbitration, seems to my advisers to be no sort of justification for the repu- 
diation of an Award after it has been made in good faith. 

Awards and Treaties between Governments often require subsequent Parliamentary 
sanction ; but in such cases my advisers claim that, according to the ethics of nations, 
it is the recognized and bounden duty of the Governments to obtain such sanction, 
or to do their best to obtain it ; nor are changes in the personnel of either Government 
allowed to affect the obligation. 

There are very recent examples of this old-established doctrine. The British Gov- 
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ernment thought it their duty to obtain the prompt sanction of Parliament to the Ala- 
bama Award, though it was not, like the present, a unanimous Award, and though 
both the Government and the people regarded the amount awarded as excessive and 
exorbitant. So, on the other hand, in the United States of America, Congress gave 
prompt effect to the Fishery Award, though it was not a unanimous Award, and though 
the people and their representatives regarded it as grossly unjust. In the present case 
a unanimous Award has for more than three years been disregarded by the Federal 
authorities of Canada ; and, while they contend that it assigned to Ontario more extensive 
boundaries than, as a matter of rigid law, this Province possessed, there is (on the contrary) 
reason for believing that if the Award errs in that respect, the error is in assigning to 
Ontario too little territory instead of too much. 

It appears to my advisers that many circumstances give exceptional force to the 
considerations which demanded the acceptance of the Award by the Federal authorities. 

The reference was made with the practical concurrence of Parliament; and Ontario 
had every reason for assuming and relying upon the general acquiescence of the Do- 
minion. The reference had been agreed to in November, 1874, It was embodied in 
Orders of Council, approved by His Excellency the Governor-General and by His Honour 
the Lieutenant-Governor respectively. The three Arbitrators were immediately notified 
of their appointments, and their consent to act obtained. The reference was publicly 
known, and seemed to receive general approval. The Legislature of Ontario, in 1875, 
passed the Provincial Act to which your despatch refers, and, in common with the 
Dominion Government, proceeded, at considerable expense, to obtain, for the purposes of 
the arbitration, from Europe and America, all documentary and other evidence bearing on 
the question in dispute. The Imperial Government was apprized of the arbitration, and 
its assistance was given in an exhaustive search of the Colonial Office for State Papers. 
The fact of the reference was communicated by Ministers to Parliament at its first session 
after the reference had been agreed to, and it was repeatedly alluded to during the Parlia- 
mentary sessions held before the making of the Award. At no one of the four sessions 
intervening was any motion passed, or even proposed, in either House of Parliament, disap- | 
proving of the reference ; nor, so far as my advisers are aware, did any member at any one 
of these sessions contend or suggest that the reference “‘ transcended.the power of the Gov- | 
ernment of the day,” as is now alleged. Two or three members expressed an opinion in | 
favour of a different mode of settlement; and even this expression of opinion seems to 
have occurred in the session of 1875 only. In the session of 1878 an appropriation of 
$15,000 to pay the expenses incident to the reference was voted by Parliament ; and 
without objection or question by anyone.* The documents and other evidence obtained 
from time to time were printed ; statements of the case of the respective Governments 
were prepared and furnished to the Arbitrators; the question was argued by counsel 
on both sides; and the Award assigned to this Province part only of the territory which 
the Dominion Ministers, before compromising with the Hudson’s Bay Company, had 
claimed as clearly belonging to this section of Canada. 

The Award was made on the 3rd August, 1878. A change of Government took 
place on the 17th October following. The new Government on coming into office gave 
no notice to this Province that the Award was to be repudiated. On the Ist November, 
1878, a map of that date was ‘published by order of the Honourable the Minister of the 
Interior,” marking the boundaries of Ontario in precisely the manner assigned by the 
Award. On the 31st December, 1878, a despatch to your Government stated that a 
measure would be introduced during the then approaching session of the Ontario Legisla- 
ture, to give effect to the Award by way of declaratory enactment and otherwise ; and 
the despatch suggested that a like Act should be passed by the Parliament of the 
Dominion.+ In answer to this despatch no notice was given that the Federal Govern- 
ment meant to repudiate the Award ; no warning to refrain from passing, or to postpone 
passing, the proposed Act; and accordingly the Ontario Legislature, at its next session, 
passed an Act consenting that the boundaries, as determined by the Award, should be 
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the northerly and westerly boundaries of the Province.* A like Act not having been 
passed at the next session of the Federal Parliament, and no reason for the delay or 
omission having been communicated to this Government, two despatches were addressed 
to your Government, dated respectively 23rd September and 19th December, 1879. In 
the despatch of the 23rd September, it was, amongst other things, urged that, an Award 
having been made in pursuance of a reference by the two Governments, it was just that 
there should be no further delay in formally recognizing the Award as a conclusive 
settlement of the matters submitted to the arbitrators ; that the Government of Ontario 
did not doubt that the Government and Parliament of Canada would ultimately take the 
same view ; but it was respectfully represented that the delay in announcing the acqui- 
escence of the Dominion authorities, and in otherwise giving full effect to the Award, 
had been embarrassing and injurious. By the despatch of 19th December, 1879, the 
attention of your Government was called to a former despatch, and it was intimated 
“that the arbitrators having made their Award, the Government of the Province under- 
stand that the provisional arrangement theretofore in force between the Province and 
the Dominion” was “at an end, the Award having ‘definitely settled’ the boundaries of 
the Province and the Dominion,” within the meaning of the provisional arrangement. { 
The receipt of these despatches was formally acknowledged, but neither of them was 
answered otherwise. No exception was taken to the alleged termination of the pro- 
visional arrangement; and the Province was still left without any intimation of an 
intention to repudiate the Award. The first intimation of this intention was given 
during the session of Parliament held in the year 1880. Until then there was no known 
act of the Federal Government or speech of Federal Ministers which did not consist 
with an ultimate recognition of the Award by the Government of Canada. 

The recognition of the Award by the Parliament of Canada is desirable, to prevent 
doubts and disputes; but my Government do not admit that the Award has no legal 
_ force without such Parliamentary action. It is to be remembered that the British North 
America Act contains no provision giving authority to Parliament to deal with 
the boundaries of the Dominion or Provinces; and my Government contend that the 
reference was within the powers incident to Executive authority. It is admitted in 
your despatch that a reference to the ordinary legal tribunals would have been within 
such authority, and it is not easy to see why a reference, made in good faith, and with 
the acquiescence of Parliament for several years, to a Tribunal created by mutual consent 
for the purpose, should stand in a different position. Even if the Award is supposed to 
have no legal effect until sanctioned by Parliament, still it appears to my Government 
to be inconsistent alike with reason and justice, with British precedent and practice, 
that the Federal Government should, at this late date, and after all these proceedings, refuse 
to ask such Parliamentary sanction, or that His Excellency’s present Advisers should seek 
to excuse a repudiation of the Award, by alleging inability in their predecessors to sanction 
an arbitration, or by the preference of His Excellency’s present Advisers for some other 
scheme of adjustment. References to arbitration, without previous Parliamentary sanc- 
tion, of matters involving large sums of money have been frequent ; and, for this pur- 
pose, between questions of money and questions of territory there is not in reason any 
solid distinction. If, as your despatch suggests, the Dominion Government occupy a 
fiduciary position with reference to the territory in question, it is equally true that they 
occupy a fiduciary position in regard to every power which, as a Government, they 
possess or exercise. 

It seems to my Government that, under all the circumstances, the Award should 
have been promptly accepted, even if it had appeared that the arbitrators had not 
found or awarded what they considered to be the legal boundaries, and, disregarding 
these, had merely laid down the boundaries which they deemed most convenient and rea- 
sonable. But itso happens that the surmise in your despatch, that the Governments did not 
contemplate that the arbitrators should find the legal boundaries, is unsupported by evi- 
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dence, and is entirely without foundation. The Order of the Privy Council of 12th Novem- 
ber, 1874,* expressly stated the object to be ‘‘ to determine by means of a reference THE 
northern and western boundaries” of the Province ; and the Order provided, that the 
‘determination of a majority of such three referees be final and conclusive upon the 
limits to be taken as and for such boundaries respectively.” The Minister further 
recommended, and His Excellency approved the recommendation, “that the Dominion 
agree to concurrent action with the Province of Ontario in obtaining such legislation as 
may be necessary for giving binding effect to the conclusions arrived at, and for establish- 
ing the northern and western limits of the Province of Ontario in accordance 'therewith.” 
The Order of the Lieutenant-Governor in Council was to the same effect as regards this 
Province. 

One of the arbitrators who were first named having died, and another having resigned, 
new arbitrators were appointed in their places—viz., Chief Justice Harrison and Sir Francis 
Hincks; and, these gentlemen having signified their acceptance, they were promptly 
put in possession of the documentary and other evidence. The formal Orders in Council 
appointing them were made some time afterwards, and when the arbitrators met to hear 
counsel—viz., on the 3lst July, 1878. By the Order in Council of that date, approved 
of by His Excellency, it was again provided “that the determination of the 
Award of such three arbitrators, or a majority of them, in the matter of the said 
boundaries respectively, be taken as final and conclusive,” with the same agreement as 
before with respect to legislation.t A like Order in Council was passed by the Ontario 
Government. It is not pretended that the arbitrators received any instructions beyond 
the Orders in Council. The statements of the case which were prepared by counsel for 
the respective Governments, and printed and laid before the arbitrators, discussed the 
question of boundaries as a matter of law.t The viva voce arguments also of counsel, 
on both sides, before the arbitrators dealt with the question as a matter of law ;§ and 
the Award affirms that it determines and decides ‘“‘what are and shall be the northerly 
and westerly boundaries of the Province.”|| 

To assume in the face of all this, and without evidence, that the arbitrators did not 
propose to find, or did not find, what in their opinion were and are THE boundaries, the true 
boundaries, the legal boundaries, is what, in the view of my advisers, neither Govern- 
ment can possibly do on any principle known in law, or recognized in public or private 
transactions. 

The case does not even rest here. Sir Francis Hincks, the Arbitrator for the Dominion, 
has taken occasion to communicate the facts to the public. In a lecture delivered by 
him on the 6th May, 1881, he states that “the arbitrators were guided in their decision 
solely by Acts of Parliament, proclamations authorised by Orders in Council on the 
authority of Acts of Parliament, and international treaties. . . . The arbitrators 
were of opinion that, having reference to all the facts of the case, the boundaries set 
forth in the Award were supported to a larger extent than any other lines by these 
facts, and by the considerations and reasons which should and would guide and govern 
the determination of the questions by any competent legal or other tribunal.” In the 
lecture he gives a réswmé of the grounds on which the arbitrators proceeded, and all of 
these go to shew the legal boundaries. As to the western boundary, he says that 
“the arbitrators were clearly of opinion that the international boundary at the north- 
western angle of the Lake of the Woods was the true point of departure.” This point 
settled the western boundary as awarded, and it is in this district of the Province that 
the Federal authorities have actively interfered with the rights of the Province, and that 
the territory is most valuable, and a vigorous administration of justice most needed. The 
northern boundary (in the opinion of the arbitrators), owing to the vagueness of the 
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language employed in the proclamation issued under the Act of 1791, is more “open to 
doubt ;” but the doubt of the arbitrators was, as Sir Francis Hincks states, ‘ whether 
Ontario should not have had more territory ;” not whether it should have had less. 
Indeed, the groundlessness of the notion that the Award gives to Ontario more territory 
than it is entitled to is further demonstrated by the statement of Sir Francis in the 
same lecture, that “the only questions of doubt were decided in favour of the Dominion é 
that both on the west and north the doubts were whether Ontario should not have 
had more territory.” Your despatch objects to considerations of “convenience” being 
taken into account, asif such considerations could have nothing to do with the question 
of legai boundaries; yet convenience, or the argument ab inconvenienti, is a recognized 
element of legal interpretation where other considerations leave a question of construction 
in doubt. 

Against all this evidence that the question which the arbitrators considered 
(whether they were bound to do so or not) was the question of the true legal 
boundaries, and that what they awarded was what they believed to be the true legal 
boundaries, your despatch suggests merely two circumstances : (1) that two of the arbi- 
trators were laymen ; and (2) that the Act of the Ontario Legislature 38 Vic., chap. 6, 
affords an inference in favour of the Federal assumption. An elaborate argument with 
regard to either point is unnecessary. As to the first point, four things may be shortly 
observed : (1) The question to be arbitrated upon involved facts as well as law. (2) If two 
of the referees were laymen, the remaining arbitrator, the late Chief Justice Harrison, 
was an able lawyer and Judge—a gentleman, it may be added, who was a Conservative 
in politics, and an old personal friend of the present First Minister of Canada. (3) The 
two arbitrators chosen by the Governments in 1874 were J udges—Chief Justice Richards 
and Judge Wilmot ; Sir Edward Thornton was soon afterward selected by the two Gov- 
ernments as the third arbitrator. (4) The case was one in which eminent publicists, like 
Sir Edward Thornton and Sir Francis Hincks, were, by their training and mental habits, 
quite as well fitted as any lawyer to ascertain and determine the legal boundaries. Sir 
Edward Thornton, it may be observed, had four successive times been accredited to great 
Courts in Europe and America as an Ambassador of the highest rank and with ful! 
powers. He possessed, moreover, a most unusual topographical knowledge of this 
continent. Sir Francis Hincks had spent nearly half a century in colonial life, and had 
filled positions of the largest responsibility in the public service of Canada. 

Then, as to the inference suggested from the Ontario Statute * passed under the 
provision contained in the Imperial Act, 34 and 35 Vic., chap. 38, which enabled the Par- 
liament of Canada to increase, diminish, or otherwise alter the limits of a 
Province with the assent of its Legislature, it is only necessary to observe that the 
British North America Act contained no provision for settling questions of 
boundaries between Provinces, or between a Province and the Dominion ; that, as between 
Canada and New Brunswick in 1851, a special Imperial Act for a like purpose was deemed 
expedient ; and that by the legal effect of the Imperial Act, 34 and 35 Vic., chap. 38, con- 
current Statutes by the Parliament of the Dominion and the Legislature of Ontario, 
fixing the true legal boundaries, would be as effectual as if a variation of the legal 
boundaries had been intended. 

But would it be correct or proper to repudiate the Award if there had been some 
reason—which there-is not—for assuming or supposing that it gave to Ontario boundaries 
somewhat more extensive than its strict legal boundaries? Whether the Award has or has 
not given accurately the true legal boundaries, it certainly does not assign to Ontario as 
much territory as Canadian Governments of which His Excellency’s present Chief Adviser 
was either the head or a distinguished member, had repeatedly and confidently claimed for 
this section of Canada from the year 1857 up to the year 1870. Nor so much as was 
claimed for UpperCanada on the 15th January, 1857, when a Minute of Council, approved by 
His Excellency the Governor-General, was transmitted to the Colonial Secretary, in which 
it was stated that “the general feeling here is strongly that the western boundary of Canada 
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extends to the Pacific Ocean.” * Nor so much as in an official paper of the same period, the 
Commissioner of Crown Lands of Canada claimed for us, when he asserted that the westerly 
boundary of the Province extended ‘as far as British territory not otherwise organized 
would carry it, which would be to the Pacific ; or, if limited at all, it would be by the first 
waters of the Mississippi, which a due west line from the Lake of the Woods intersected, 
which would be the White Harth River ;” and when, with respect to the northerly boun- 
dary, the Commissioner pointed out that ‘the only possible conclusion is, that Canada is 
either bounded in that direction by a few isolated posts on the shore of Hudson’s. Bay, or 
else that the Company’s territory is . . . a myth, and consequently that Canada has 
no particular limit in that direction.” Nor has so much been awarded to us as Chief 
Justice Draper was in the same year sent to England by the Canadian Government for 
the very purpose of claiming or demanding for this section of the Province, as against the 
Hudson’s Bay Company.¢ Nor so much as that distinguished Judge claimed accordingly 
before a Committee of the British House of Commons in May and June of that year.{ 
Nor so much as in a letter from him dated 12th June, 1857, after he had elaborately examined 
the question, he communicated the opinion that we had a “clear right to.”§ Nor so much 
as the Dominion Ministers, Sir George E. Cartier and the Honourable William McDougall, 
in an official letter to Sir Frederick Rogers, Bart., Under-Secretary of State for the 
Colonies, dated 16th January, 1869, insisted that Upper Canada so clearly included that 
“no impartial investigator of the evidence in the case could doubt it.” || But for the cir- 
cumstanece that, as between Great Britain and the United States, by the joint effect of 
the Treaties of 1794, 1814, 1818 and 1842,41 the source of the Mississippi was taken to 
be, as between the United States and the British possessions, in Turtle Lake, at a point 
in nearly the same longitude as the most north-western point of the Lake of the Woods, 
the arbitrators could hardly have failed to hold that our westerly boundary was to be 
found at White Earth River, west of the Province of Manitoba as constituted previously 
fo its extension by the Federal Parliament at its last session. 

My Advisers feel surprised that, under all these circumstances, the Federal authorities 
should appear to have applied themselves for two years and more to the task of finding 
some plausible ground for repudiating the Award, even though they may hope (what my 
Advisers deny) that a rigid technical interpretation of the documents, in connection with 
the other evidence relating to the subject, might possibly limit the boundaries of the 
Province still further. 

Your despatch says that the North-West Territory (of which the now disputed 
territory is assumed to be part) ‘was acquired on behalf of, and was in fact held 
for, all the Provinces comprised in the Dominion,” In saying this, the Federal 
Government overlook the circumstances under which, and the means by which, the 
so-called acquisition was accomplished. In all the negotiations with the Hudson’s Bay 
Company, the Federal Government insisted that almost the whole territory so said to 
have been acquired belonged already to Upper Canada (now Ontario) ; that the Hudson’s 
Bay Company, so far as they were in possession of any part of this territory, were but 
squatters on it **; that this was perfectly clear ; that “no impartial investigator of the 
evidence could doubt it.” So strong were the grounds on which this contention 
rested, that the Company, acting under the advice and with the aid of the ablest counsel, 
and of some of the shrewdest men of business in England, gave up their claim to some 
1,300,000 square miles of territory—half a continent—in consideration of being allowed 
éo retain about 12,000 square miles of it, and of receiving for the rest the comparatively 
paltry sum of £300,000 sterling.t+ The United States of America gave to the Russian 
Government in 1867 nearly five times as much ($7,200,000) for the comparatively barren 
and valueless territory of Alaska, with an area not nearly half that to which the 
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Hudson’s Bay Company released its claim. The comparatively small sum mentioned was 
accepted by the Hudson’s Bay Company because of the reason there was to apprehend 
that the legal boundaries of Upper Canada would be held, if submitted to a trial, to 
include all or nearly all the territory which the Canadian Ministers claimed for it, 
instead of merely the 100,000 square miles, the right of Ontario to which the Federal 
authorities now persistently resist, in spite of a solemn Award, and in spite also of the 
previous contentions and demands of Ministers of the Dominion itself. 

It is further to be observed that the Hudson’s Bay Company never pretended, as 
against the territorial jurisdiction of Upper Canada, that they had any claim under their 
Charter to any territory south of the Height of Land. 

In the claim against the Hudson’s Bay Company, the Dominion Government 
were trustees for Ontario; and, on principles well recognized in equity jurispru- 
dence, their compromise of the claim should enure to the sole benefit of Ontario, 
on condition only of this Province making good the paltry sums by which the com- 
promise was effected. On the equitable principles referred to, as these are constantly 
applied between individuals, the Dominion Government had and have no right, 
without the consent of the Legislature and Government of Ontario, to hold the 
territory for the other Provinces of the Dominion. This consideration does not 
affect the question of what the legal boundaries of Ontario are, but does greatly 
strengthen the political and moral obligation of the Award being accepted by the 
Dominion frankly and promptly, and may be important hereafter in determining the 
questions which may arise between the Dominion and Ontario consequent on the delay 
which has occurred, and on the use made by the Dominion of the territory acquired by 
means of the supposed and asserted rights of this Province and otherwise. 

It seems tomy Advisers incredible that the Federal Government can have had all these 
considerations in mind when placing so much stress on the.supreme “duty” of “rigidly ” 
confining Ontario to its strictly “legal bounds,” even at the expense of repudiating 
a solemn Award, made in good faith by arbitrators as distinguished, and as well qualified 
for their office, as could be found on this continent, or indeed anywhere. 

The objection of the Federal Government to a settlement of the question by arbitra- 
tion is further remarkable (in the view of my Advisers), because arbitration has always 
been a customary mode of settling questions of this very kind between two Governments. 

It is scarcely necessary to illustrate so frequent an event in history, or so elementary 
a principle in international or municipal Law, as the settlement of disputed boundaries 
by reference. As early as 1697, a portion of the very territory now in dispute was by 
the Treaty of Ryswick made the subject of an arbitration, the parties submitting to the 
arbitration being no less personages than William III. of England, and Louis XIV. of 
France. The commissioners were ‘to examine and determine the rights and pretensions 
which either of the said kings hath to the places situated in Hudson Bay;” and the 
articles agreed to by the commissioners ‘shall be satisfied by both kings, and shall have 
the same force and vigour as if they were inserted word for word in the present Treaty.” 
Even within the Canadian annals of this century there is a precedent, which is not without 
significance, for the arbitrated settlement of disputed boundaries between Provinces. In 
1846, in order to adjust a boundary dispute which had prevailed since the Ashburton 
Treaty, between Canada and New Brunswick, Mr. Gladstone, then Secretary for the 

‘Colonies, constituted a Boundary Commission of the Attorney-General for Nova Scotia, 
and two officers of the Royal Engineers. A report was made defining a conventional 
boundary as the best attainable. The documents chiefly involved in that question were, 
as in the question now under discussion, the Proclamation of 1763, the Treaty of Utrecht, 
the Quebec Act of 1774, a Governor’s Commission, and contemporary Maps and State 
Papers. The finding of the Commission was unfavourable to the Province of Canada, and 
its Executive Council disputed the “justice or equity of the recommendations of the Imperial 
Commissioner.”* In view of the controlling importance attached by the Federal authorities 
in the present case to the strictly legal boundaries as being those only to which attention 
should be directed, the reply of Karl Grey (2nd June, 1850) reads curiously. His Lordship 


* Sessional Papers, Canada, 1852-3, App. ZZ, p. 1. 
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said that “The decision of a court of justice appears unsuited to the case. The question in a 
legal point of view seems to turn on the words of the Quebec Act of 1774. But a tribunal 
could scarcely pronounce a decision which should define the whole line of separation 
between the Provinces, And, even if it could do so, it could only interpret and follow 
the letter of the Act, and not adopt any line of compromise which might be most advan- 
tageous to both parties.” The matter was afterwards submitted to arbitration, the Gover- 
nor-General selecting one arbitrator, the Lieutenant-Governor of New Brunswick another, 
and the two arbitrators choosing a third. After some delay a majority Award was rendered, 
reaffirming in the main the report of Mr. Gladstone’s Commissioners, and the Award was 
enacted into the Imperial Statute 14 and 15 Vic., Chap. 63. 

Now that you have communicated to the Government of Ontario, for the 
first time, the grounds on which the opposition of your Government to the Award 
-. proceeds, or is supposed to be defensible, and have thus given to this Government the 
opportunity of discussing the matter with your Government, my advisers are unwilling 
to think that the overwhelming reasons which this simple statement of the facts affords 
for a recognition of the Award, may not even now prevail with your Government to 
acquiesce in the Award, and to obtain from Parliament at its present session the proper 
legislation, as well as to get the Legislature of Manitoba to abandon the claim which the 
Federal Parliament transferred to that Province, in regard to the 39,000 square miles on 
the westerly side of Ontario. 

The transfer to Manitoba included the 7,000 square miles of territory lying south of 


the Height of Land, and west of the line to which the Federal authorities desire to limit | 


this Province. I have said this territory was not claimed by the Hudson’s Bay Company | 


under,their charter, nor was there any ground or pretence for so claiming it. Before 1870 
it had been treated at all times, and for all purposes, as belonging to this section of 
Canada. As such it had, before Confederation, been the subject of grants, licenses, and 
other trangactions on the part of the’Provincial Government. So much of the territory 
as was from time to time settled or occupied by a white population was governed, with- 
out any question on the part of anybody, by the laws, courts and officers of Upper 
Canada ; and since Confederation the same territory has uninterruptedly been governed 


by the laws, courts and officers of Ontario; it has had municipal organization as part of, 


this Province ; ‘the Ontario District of Algoma has for all purposes of the Dominion and 


Province been considered to include it; and Provincial money has from time to time been 
expended in making surveys, and in making roads, bridges, and other improvements, and. 


in administering justice and maintaining peace and order in the territory. The land is part 
of certain territory which was the subject of an Order in Council of the Government of 
Canada, and of a treaty by that Government with the Indians, as long ago as 1850. To 


this territory Mr. Ramsay, counsel for the Dominion, reported (18 March, 1873) that | 
Ontario was equitably entitled. He justly said that “in creating the Province of Ontario, ) 
it is not possible to conceive that the Imperial Legislature intended to convey to that Prov- 
ince, and to the Province of Quebec, less territory than the late Province of Canada 
actually enjoyed. Now, it is incontestable that up to 1867 the Government of Canada 


de facto extended to the Height of Land which forms the water-shed of the water 


system of the St. Lawrence and the Great Lakes..... It would therefore seem that in| 
fairness to the Province of Ontario the old line of the Height of Land should be adopted 
as the western as well as the northern boundary of the Province of Ontario.”* Thus, in | 


refusing to leave this territory with Ontario, and in transferring to Manitoba their claim | 


to it, the Federal authorities have endeavoured to take from Ontario territory which the 
chosen counsel of the Dominion Government, a Queen’s Counsel of the Quebec Bar, had 
told that Government “it is not possible to conceivé that the Imperial Parliament intended” 
to withdraw from this Province ; and to which he declared it to be “incontestable that 
up to 1867 the Government of Canada, de facto [and therefore Upper Canada, de facto] 
extended,” and which, in ‘‘ fairness to the Province of Ontario,” it should be allowed to 
retain. But all these considerations have been disregarded. ; 
The only shadow of claim which the Federal Government can have to this portion 
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of the disputed territory appears to be under an Order of Her Majesty in Council, dated 
31st July, 1880, annexing to Canada all British territory in North America not already 
belonging to it (except Newfoundland).* And if the legal interest in the territory in 
question became thereby vested technically in the Dominion, it is manifest that, both 
under the Award and independently of it, the authorities of the Dominion should have 
treated their acquisition as a trust for Ontario, and should at once have transferred the 
territory to this Province, instead of making it over, or endeavouring to make it over, to 
another: Province. 

Your despatch proposes that Ontario should abandon the Award, and submit 
the question anew to the Supreme Court of Canada for adjudication. This is the 
mode which your despatch intimates that your Government now prefer to any other for 
a new litigation of the question of title. It seems to my advisers to be remarkable 
that if this mode of settlement is so peculiarly appropriate and desirable as your 
despatch contends, the suggestion is now made for the first time. A great and obvious 
difference between a submission to the Supreme Court now, and a direct immediate refer- 
ence to the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council is, that the former course would 
create years of further delay and involve great additional labour and expense ; and with- 
out any advantage, as the final decision would be by the Privy Council. The proposal 
implies, too, that your Government contemplate that the evidence shall be taken anew, 
and according to the usual practice of taking evidence in ordinary cases. A suit, involving 
facts covering a period of nearly two centuries, and requiring documentary and other 
evidence from the Imperial archives in London, the archives of the Hudson’s Bay Com- 
pany, the Public and other Records in Paris, Washington, Albany, Quebec, Ottawa, and 
elsewhere, would afford unusual occasion for repeated and long-continued delays and 
innumerable harassing questions of procedure. Ifthe object were delay, no better means 
of delaying a conclusive decision could be devised. My Government decline consenting 
to the submission. 

The proposal for inviting one of the two Law Lords named in your despatch, or 
“some other eminent English legal functionary,” to come to Canada “for the purpose of 
hearing the evidence and deciding upon the boundary question as one of law,” seems to 
my advisers to stand next in order as a means of indefinite delay. In view of the 
objection taken by your Government to any form of arbitration, my Advisers were sur- 
prised at the proposal to submit the question to another referee, sitting alone, and without 
appeal, and who, though an English judge, would in this matter be acting as an arbitrator. 
Then it is extremely doubtful if either of the noblemen named would accept the invita- 
tion, especially in view of the time which taking the evidence might occupy; and if 
either were willing to accept the reference, my Advisers are of opinion that the decision 
of the question by any one English Judge, however exalted, would not ‘‘command gen- 
eral assent” to the same extent, or to anything like the same extent, as the decision 
of three Arbitrators of such eminent ability, and so well known to our people, and 
standing so high in public estimation here, as Sir Edward Thornton, Sir Francis Hincks, 
and the late Chief Justice Harrison. It may further be observed that no English judge 
has jurisdiction in his own country to adjudicate on the title to an acre of 
land, except subject to appeal; and that this Province should voluntarily abandon 
the adjudication of the three Arbitrators named, in order to have another trial 
and decision by one English judge, without appeal, as to the title to 100,000 miles of 
territory, is a proposal which does not commend itself to my advisers as one possible to 
entertain. 

I may refer here to the charge which you make against the Government of Ontario, 
of refusing to contribute any land of the Province to the construction of the Pacific Rail- 
way, while you contrast with this alleged refusal the fiduciary character which your 
Government hold ‘in regard to the various Provinces of the Dominion whose money was 
expended in the acquisition of the territory, and who are now largely exerting and 
taxing themselves for the purpose of constructing'a line of railway through it ;’ and you 
also contrast with the assumed refusal of the Ontario Government the course of the 
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Dominion in largely contributing to the work “out of the North-West Territories of the 
Dominion.” My Government are not aware of any application to them by your Govern- 
ment for any contribution, in land or otherwise, to the work mentioned. My Advisers 
are of opinion also that in making the charge you have forgotten that the greater 
part of the territory referred to, and by far the more valuable part, was acquired 
by the Dominion through setting up the title thereto of Ontaric in opposition to the 
Hudson’s Bay Company ; that so far as regards that portion of the territory which does 
not in law or equity belong to Ontario alone, Ontario is one of those Provinces of the 
Dominion to whom the North-west Territories belong, whose money has been expended 
in their acquisition, and whose people are taxed to construct the railway ; and that, in 
fact, by far the larger part of the money so expended and of the taxes so imposed is 
contributed by the people of Ontario. It is with their money and their lands, far more 
than with the money or lands of any of the other Provinces, that the railway is being 
constructed ; and why Ontario should be called on to offer a further contribution out 
of lands within its own bounds, towards implementing the contract entered into for 
this Dominion work, my Advisers fail to perceive. 

The expressed object of my despatch of the 31st of December last was to ascertain 
officially whether your Government could not be induced, without making further unne- 
cessary delay, to consent to some just and adequate arrangements for the government of 
the country, the preservation of the timber, the granting of titles to settlers, and the 
recognition of an undisputed authority to enforce order and administer justice. The 
evils of the existing state of things in the disputed territory are already so great, and are 
increasing so rapidly, and it had become ‘so important that this Province should without 
further delay have peaceable and undisputed possession of whatever limits it is entitled to,” 
that my Government were “willing, with the concurrence of the Legislature, to submit } 
the matter to the Privy Council on condition of consent being given by the Dominion } 
Government, and_that of Manitoba, to just arrangements for the government of the | 
country in the meantime. Without such “provisional arrangements” my despatch stated 
that the Province might as well wait for the confirmation of the Award by another Parlia- 
ment, as go to the expense and have the unavoidable delay of a second litigation. I there- 
fore desired to know whether the Dominion Government were willing to agree to the 
provisional arrangements which had theretofore from time to time been suggested in 
written communications by this Government, and by the Attorney-General on their 
behalf, and which my despatch repeated ; and if your Government were not willing to 
agree to the arrangements specified, I desired to be informed what the best terms were 
to which your Government were prepared to agree. 

With respect to provisional arrangements, my advisers regret to find, from your 
despatch, that the Federal Government decline to agree to the suggestion that, ‘“ pending 
the dispute, the Province should have the authority of the Dominion to deal with the 
lands and timber as in the other parts of the Province (subject to an account if the title 
should ultimately be decided to be in the Dominion and not in the Province);” and my 
advisers further learn with regret that the Federal Government decline to make any 
arrangement whatever as to either the timber or the lands, and even intimate that if | 
the provisional arrangement of 26th June, 1874, which gave to the Dominion the tem- — 
porary right of selling lands west of the provisional line is at an end, the effect will be : 
held by the Federal Government to be, ‘to leave both parties:to.assert_their.own rights, § 
‘in_reference to all the questions involyed,”—an observation which seems to mean that 
the Federal Government will in that case proceed to deal at their discretion with the 
lands on both sides of this line, notwithstanding the dispute as to the title. 

My Advisers are of opinion that no provisional arrangements can be adequate which 
do not (amongst other things) include just arrangements regarding the sale of lands, arftd 
the preservation of timber. Even to leave to Ontario the sole government of the country 
pending the dispute, while the Federal Government continue to deny to this Province 
the right of dealing, provisionally or otherwise, with a single mile of the territory, or a 
single tree growing thereon, and insist on remaining unshackled in their own dealings 
with both land and timber to which they have no right, would be a concession of little 
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practical value, and entirely insufficient to justify the abandonment by this Province of 
the awarded rights which it possesses. 

But your despatch does not even propose to leave to Ontario the sole government of 
the territory pending the dispute. My advisers understand from the manner in which 
your despatch refers to the laws of Ontario, that the meaning of your proposal 
is, that the two Provincial Governments should have concurrent authority in the 
territory—an arrangement which my advisers respectfully think would in practice be 
absurd and impossible. To remedy, in any adequate way, the present unhappy state of 
the territory, my advisers consider it absolutely necessary that (pending the dispute) 
the Ontario Lieutenant-Governor in Council should, in the territory in question, have: 
the authority which, in the public interests, is exercised in the other parts 
of this Province, and is no less needed in this unsettled territory. 
So, the Legislature of Ontario should be at liberty (pending the dispute) to 
legislate for the territory from time to time, as its needs and interests require. My 
advisers are of opinion that for the peace and order of the territory, the due administra- 
tion of justice, the development of the country, and the interests of settlers and others, 
nothing short of an unqualified application to the territory of all the laws of Ontario, 
including the authority of its Government and Legislature, would accomplish the 
objects in view; and my advisers entirely fail to see that any legitimate purpose. 
would stand in the way of such a provisional arrangement. As observed in my former 
despatch, it is not to be supposed that the Province of Manitoba, with its small revenue, 
and with the enormous demands upon it for the government and development of its. 
undisputed territory, can desire the further expense and responsibility of the tem- 
porary government of 39,000 miles of disputed territory, which may never be 
theirs, and to which such.of the people of Manitoba as may take the trouble to learn the 
facts must feel it not improbable that Ontario has the right. 

If a provisional arrangement were made, and confirmed by proper legislation, for the 
government of the country by Ontario, without dispute, until the settlement, somehow, of 
the question of title, there might not be excessive embarrassment or inconvenience in 
giving effect to the suggestion “that all Justices of the Peace residing in the disputed. 
territory should receive commissions from both Ontario and Manitoba ;” or, perhaps, in 
giving effect to the further suggestion, “ that all the judges of the two Provinces should 
be put in a joint commission as regards the disputed territory,” if these concessions should 
be required by the authorities of the Dominion and of Manitoba ; but the details necessary 
for carrying out these suggestions would require careful consideration by all parties. 
concerned. 

With reference to your observations on the enlargement of the boundaries of 
Manitoba by the Act of last session, this Government have made no complaint of 
the extension of that Province by the addition to it of undisputed territory. On the con- 
trary, in my despatch of the 15th March last, it was observed that “so far as the territory 
to be comprised within the limits of the Province of Manitoba is clearly and undisputably 
within the jurisdiction of the Parliament of Canada, my Government rejoice at the 
extension of that Province, as affording a wider scope for the energies of its people and 
Government, and as giving to a large. number of settlers in Keewatin and the North- 
West territories the direct benefit of Provincial and Municipal Government. But while the 
extension of the boundaries in directions as to which there is no dispute is matter of con- 
gratulation,” the transfer of the disputed territory to that Province was strongly objected 
to, for reasons there set forth. A hope was expressed, which the result proved to be vain, 
that, in view of the representations made in the despatch, your Government might 
“even yet see fit so to modify the measure before Parliament as to deprive it of its objec- 
tionable features, while still conceding all necessary advantages to the Province of Mani- 
toba, in whose rapid progress and ‘development this Province, as a portion of the 
Dominion, feels profound satisfaction.” 

The wrong which your Act of last session did, Gaeeied not in adding to the Province 
of Manitoba “nearly 100,000 miles of undisputed territory, but in making the 
further unnecessary and objectionable addition of 39,000 miles of territory not only 
disputed, but in fact belonging to this Province. This feature of your Act greatly 
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complicated matters, inasmuch as the Government of that Province has. since 
assumed to exercise jurisdiction in the disputed territory, with the concurrence and 
approval of your Government; and inasmuch also as the consent of the Government and 
Legislature of Manitoba became thenceforward necessary to any arrangements which 
the Federal authorities and those of Ontario might see fit to make, whether for determin- 
ing the question of right, or for providing for the government of the country pending the 
dispute. It is satisfactory to learn from your despatch, that your Government are con- 
fident that the Government and Legislature of Manitoba would concur in any arrangement 
of which your Government may approve. But if the Federal Government will make no 
just provisional arrangement in regard to the lands and timber 3 and continue, notwith- 
standing the dispute, to deal with these as subject to their own discretion ; and yet 
demand that this Province abandon the Award, and submit to a new litigation of the 
question of title, as the condition of making or procuring the other just/and necessary 
provisional arrangements proposed, my Advisers are of opinion, and feel bound frankly 
to state it, that Ontario should not and will not submit to a demand which they cannot 
but consider most unreasonable. 

I am advised to remind you that Ontario with its awarded boundaries has not 
so large an area as either Quebec or Keewatin; or an area much exceeding the undis- 
puted territory given to Manitoba; or much more than half the area of British 
Columbia. — 

Your despatch seems to intimate that no licenses have been issued to cut timber 
east of the provisional boundary line agreed to in 1874 (you mention the year 1870, 
it is presumed, by mistake); and you add, that information regarding all permits, licenses 
and other transactions would be readily furnished to the Government of Ontario at any 
time. This Government did not suppose that any licenses had been issued by the Federal 
Government to cut timber east of the provisional line, and will be glad to be furnished 
with the information promised in respect to their transactions of any kind in this part of 
the disputed territory. ; 

My Advisers regret that your Government give no information, and do not apparently 
offer any, with respect to transactions affecting that important part of the disputed terri- 
tory which lies west of the provisional line, though such information has been repeatedly 
requested on behalf of the Ontario Government. My Advisers once more respectfully 
insist that, whether the title of Ontario to the territory is disputed or admitted, and 
whether the provisional agreement of 1874 is in force or at an end, the Government and 
people of Ontario are entitled to full information respecting these transactions, including 
(as my despatch of the 3lst December mentioned) copies of all grants, licenses, permits, 
regulations, instructions, letters, documents and papers of every kind relating to the 
same. 

My Advisers regret also that your Government have not thought fit to give any answer 


nage 


ing to the transaction. ; wh mi 

Your despatch refers to an interview of Sir John Macdonald and the Minister of 
Justice with the Attorney-General on the 21st November last. The Attorney-General 
considers that there are several (no doubt unintentional) inaccuracies in what is said 
or implied in your despatch as to this interview, and as to what took place then and 
afterwards, I do not deem it necessary to refer to any of the se Inaccuracies further than 
to observe that the interview was not “sought” by the Ministers named, but by the 
Attorney-General, in letters to Sir John Macdonald and Sir Alexander Campbell respec- 
tively ; and that the Attorney-General’s communication to the Minister of Justice with 
respect to the proposed reference to Lord Cairns or Lord Selborne was made on the 30th of 
the same month, and not at a more recent date. But whatever may or may not have been 
‘said at that interview or otherwise, your despatch states what your Government desire 
now with a view to the settlement of the dispute, and what provisional arrangentents 
your Government are willing now to make; and, while my Government do not 
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approve of either of the two modes of settlement which you prefer in case there should 
be a new litigation, and though they regard the provisional arrangements which you 
mention as entirely insufficient to justify (for the sake of snch arrangements) a recom- 
mendation to the Legislature of Ontario to abandon any of the awarded rights of the 
Province, and at this late date to voluntarily enter upon a new litigation on the question 
of Title ; still, my Government trust that the Federal authorities will recognize the duty 
of making the provisional arrangements required, without attempting to exact from the 
Province, as a condition, the abandonment of its awarded rights, and a new litigation 
of the question of Title. 

The evils which the territory is enduring in consequence of the dispute should 
surely be reduced to a minimum by every means in the power of the Federal authorities. 
The dispute is by them; the evils are of their creating; and no one can justify leay- 
ing this immense territory without settled laws and settled government. Ontario 
has a special interest in this object, apart from the value of the territory, its lands and 
mines and timber; as many of the people of the Province have gone there to settle or 
to trade, and more desire to go. Some local improvements, too, which Ontario might 
at once undertake, would serve to open and develope important sections of the country. 
Municipal organization is already necessary in some localities, and our people in the 
territory desire the extension to it of our school system, and desire that assistance from 
our School Funds which our people in the rest of the Province receive. It is with the 
laws of this Province that the settlers are familiar; the Province has organized courts 
in the territory, and has appointed officers to administer our laws. My Advisers hope 
that, without attempting to exact from the Province conditions to which its representa- 
tives cannot agree, the Dominion authorities will at last take the ‘‘ measures necessary 
to prevent confusion in these important respects;’’ will, as regards criminal matters, 
supply by the proper legislation the deficiencies pointed out by this Government in past 
communications with respect to the Dominion Statute 43 Vic., chap. 36; and will, as 
regards matters of Provincial jurisdiction, obtain the consent of Manitoba to the legis- 
lation immediately required for placing beyond question the subjection of the territory to 
all the laws of Ontario, until the termination of the dispute which the Dominion authori- 
ties have raised. My Advisers respectfully suggest that the simplest ard best way 
of accomplishing the last of these necessary objects would be, by obtaining from the 
Legislature of Manitoba an Act consenting to the repeal of so much of the Act of last 
Session as had the effect of assigning to that Province the claim of the Dominion to 
39,000 square miles of the disputed territory, and by procuring from the Federal Parlia- 
ment an Act giving effect to such consent, and containing the other necessary provisi ns 
for securing the important objects mentioned. 

But I am advised that no provisional arrangement would be so satisfactory, or so 
beneficial to the development and settlement of the territory, the maintenance of order, 
and the due administration of justice therein, as the just course of obtaining, without 
further delay, by proper legislation from the Federal Parliament and the Legislature of 
Manitoba, the recognition of the Award as a final adjustment of the boundaries of this 
Province. The evils already endured are beyond recall, but the continuance or aggra- 
vation of them from this time forward is in the hands of your Government. 

I earnestly commend all these considerations to the best attention of the Federal 
Government. 

I have the honour to be, Sir, 
Your obedient servant, 


J. B. Rosinson. 


To the Honourable J. A. Mosseau, 
Secretary of State, Ottawa. 
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RESOLUTIONS OF THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF ONTARIO RESPECTING THE BOUNDARY 
QuxstTion, AND Resotutions Proposep IN AMENDMENT, 9TH Marcu, 1882.* 


The Attorney-General moved, seconded by Mr. Pardee, the following 
RESOLUTIONS : 


1. That, having considered the despatches of the Government of Ontario to the 
Federal Government, dated respectively 3lst December, 1881, and 18th February, 
1882, and a report of the Attorney-General, dated 1st November, 1881, on the subject of 
those portions of this Province to which the Federal authorities have asserted an unjust 
and unfounded claim, this House desires to record its concurrence in the views and repre- 
sentations which are expressed in the said despatches and report. 

2. That the persistent endeavours of the Federal authorities to deprive this Province 
of one-half of its territory are, in the interest of the people of Ontario, to be opposed by 
every constitutional resort within the reach of this Province. 

3. That this House protests against the conduct of the Federal Government in enfore- 
ing a pretended ownership in this territory ; in assuming to make sales therein without 
the concurrence of the Provincial authorities ; in promoting, under colour of Federal 
grants and licenses, the destruction of its valuable timber ; in inducing the inhabitants 
to set at defiance the laws and authority of this Province; in prevailing on a neigh- 
bouring Province to assume jurisdiction in the territory by establishing courts and by 
other executive acts, and thereby to assist the Federal Government in neutralizing or 
embarrassing the territorial jurisdiction of this Province. 

4. That a unanimous award was made on the 3rd August, 1878, determining the 
boundaries between this Province and the territories of the Dominion ; that this award 
was made in pursuance of a reference designed to be binding and conclusive, entered 
into by the two Governments in good faith, with the knowledge of the Parliament 
of Canada, and acquiesced in until long after the proceedings under the reference had 
terminated ; that this award was made by distinguished Arbitrators of the highest char- 
acter, after an exhaustive collation of all known evidence bearing on the subject ; that 
the award assigned to Ontario less territory than His Excellency’s present advisers, 
as well as previous Canadian Governments, had, in other contentions, invariably claimed 
to lie within this Province ; that more than two years elapsed before the Federal Govern- 
ment gave any notice of an intention to reject the award ; and that the course of the 
Federal Government in now rejecting such an award is unprecedented in British practice, 
is opposed to the usages of civilized government, and is a grievous wrong to the people of 
Ontario. 

5. That the extension of Manitoba by the Federal Act of last Session receives, so far 
as the territory added is undisputed, the hearty approval of the inhabitants of Ontario ; 
but, in the name of the people of this Province, this House protests against the transfer 
attempted by the same Act, of 39,000 square miles of the territory which was awarded 
to this Province, and which forms by far the most valuable portion of that territory ; 
that such transfer greatly aggravated the difficulties already created by the unjust pro- 
ceedings of the Federal Government, and can only be regarded as an act of direct anta- 
gonism and hostility to the interests and rights of this Province. 

6. That while the attempted transfer to another Province of any part of the territory 
awarded to Ontario was a grievous wrong to this Province, this House cannot too strongly 
express the injustice of including in the transfer 7,000 square miles of the Ontario 
District of Algoma, south of the height of land, which before Confederation had been an 
undisputed part of Upper Canada de, facto,.had been settled by its people and governed 
by its laws, to which no counter claim had been set up from any quarter, and which 
after Confederation continued to be regarded and dealt with as an undisputed part of 
this Province, until the present controversy arose ; that the British North America Act 
expressly declared that what “ formerly constituted the Province of Upper Canada shall 
constitute the Province of Ontario ;” and, therefore, that every consideration of Imperial] 
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intention, as well as of justice and fair dealing, demanded from the Federal authorities a 
confirmation of the title of Ontario to this part of the territory, even if such confirmation 
had, in law, been required. : 

7. That it is on the westerly side of this Province that, independently of the award, 
the title of Ontario to the territory is the most clear, and the territory the most valuable ; 
that it is in this part of our unorganized territory that undisputed authority and a 
vigorous administration of the law are most needed for the maintenance of peace and 
order, the suppression of illicit liquor-selling, and of drunkenness, immorality, and crime ; 
that the course of the Federal Government has to a large extent paralyzed the efforts 
hitherto made under the authority of this Province for the prevention of disorder ; that 
by the effect of the Dominion Act of last Session relating to Manitoba, and by the action 
taken thereunder with the concurrence and approval of the Federal Government, two sets 
of Provincial laws distract settlers ; two sets of Provincial courts and officers are set in 
array against one another ; no sure title can be obtained to any land or timber in the 
territory ; squatters and trespassers, so far as Federal authority can accomplish such a 
result, are to be the only settlers ; the country is being stripped of the timber which is its 
most valuable product ; capital and immigration are diverted to other territories, where a 
settled Government and settled laws prevail ; an interest antagonistic to this Province is 
created in those who go to the territory, by giving to them seeming titles the validity of 
which depends on resisting successfully the authority of Ontario; and complications are 
created which, if allowed to continue without interference, will seriously impede the 
practical incorporation of the territory with this Province, to which it belongs. 

8. That the policy of the Federal authorities is inexplicable except in the light of the 
avowal which, in the debate in the House of Commons on the Manitoba Bill, was publicly 
made by the First Minister, when he announced that the purpose was to “compel” the 
Government of this Province not to insist on the awarded boundaries ; was to ‘ compel” 
them ‘to come to terms,” and to induce such a condition of the territory that ‘ they 
must do so;” and the Minister predicted that the Government of this Province would 
‘come to terms quickly enough when they found they must do so.” That this House 
approves of the refusal of the Government of this Province to be coerced into consenting 
to the proposals contained in the despatch of the Federal Secretary of State to His Honour 
the Lieutenant-Governor, dated the 27th January last, which were the only terms pro- 
posed to this Province since the award. | 

9. That it would be most unjust for the Federal authorities to entangle this Province 
in a second litigation, especially .atter having delayed for more than three years since 
the award to propose any mode or terms of settlement. But this House concurs with the 
Government of the Province in recognizing the possible expediency, under all the circum- 
stances, of an immediate reference to the Privy Council of the questions of the award 
and the boundaries, on the condition (in order to avoid further delay and unnecessary 
difficulty) that the reference shall be based on the evidence collected and printed for the 
Arbitrators, with any. additional documentary, evidence, if such there is ; and on the further 
condition that, pending the reference, the territory, its population and lands, shall, by the 
legislative consent of all parties, be subject in all respects to the laws of this Province, 
including the jurisdiction of its Legislature and Government. eae 

10. That as provisional arrangements to this effect. have been ineffectually pressed 
on the Federal Government, it cannot be forgotten, in deciding upon the future policy of 
the Province, that the forbearance hitherto exercised in hope of an amicable settlement 
has been taken advantage of by the Federal authorities to. destroy our timber, and to 
complicate to our prejudice our relations with the territory ; that the territory belongs to 
Ontario, and not to either the Dominion or Manitoba ; that before,Confederation it was 
claimed by successive Governments of the Province of Canada as belonging to..Upper 
Canada ; that after Confederation the same claim was made in official..documents and 
otherwise, by Federal Ministers, and was by them, on behalf of the Dominion, affirmed to 
be a clear title, such that ‘‘no impartial investigator of the evidence in the case could 
doubt it ;” that inasmuch as the territory forms part of Ontario, it follows that the, only 
legal government which is possible in the territory is government by Ontario; that the 
only laws which are in force are the laws of Ontario ; that the only grants of land which 
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can convey a legal title are grants by this Province; that valid licenses for mining or for 
cutting timber can be issued by this Province alone ; and that all the acts of the Federal 
Government in pretending to deal with lands, timber or mines, and all legislative and 
executive acts of the Province of Manitoba with reference to the territory, are illegal and 
of no force or validity. In view of these considerations, it has, in the opinion of this 
House, become the duty of this Province to assume without further delay the full gov- 
ernment and ownership of the territory, without reference to the claims of the Federal 
Government. 

11. That this House is unwilling to believe that the Federal authorities are so deter- 
mined to make the territory a prey to unsettled government and disputed jurisdiction, 
and so determined to “compel” this Province to abandon its just and awarded rights, 
that the Federal Government will offer forcible resistance to the laws and the constituted 
authorities of Ontario ; and this House is of opinion that, while collision with the Federal 
authorities is to be avoided, the stipendiary magistrates and the other officers of this Proy- 
ince should be instructed to see that as far as possible our laws are enforced, peace and 
order preserved, and justice duly administered as in other parts of this Province, and that 
trespassers are not allowed to destroy the property of the Province; and if the authori- 
ties of this Province should, in the discharge of their constitutional functions, be resisted 
by Federal authority, the responsibility is to be left with the Federal authorities, and the 
remedy to the people whom the Federal and Provincial authorities respectively represent. 


Mr. Meredith moved, seconded by the Hon. Mr. Morris, by way of 
PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE FOREGOING RESOLUTIONS, 


That all the words in thelfirst Resolution after the word “‘ That” be struck out, and 
the following substituted therefor: “by the provisions of the British North America 
Act, 1867, the limits of the Province of Ontario are declared to be those which formerly 
constituted the limits of Upper Canada. 

‘That neither the Government nor the Parliament of Canada has, or has ever claimed 
to have, any authority, without the express consent of the Province, to define its boun- 
daries, or to in anywise interfere with its territorial rights or limits. 

‘‘That differences having arisen between the Governments of the Dominion and of 
the Province with reference to the true boundaries of the Province, the Government of 
Ontario entered into negotiations with the Government of the Dominion for the determi- 
nation of the true situation of the northerly and westerly boundaries of the Province, as 
defined by the British North America Act, and in the first Session of the year 1874, 
obtained from this House its sanction for the submission of the questions in dispute either 
to arbitration or to the Judical Committee of Her Majesty’s Privy Council, but the Gov- 
‘ernment of the Dominion (then led by the Honourable Alexander Mackenzie) failed to ask 
or to obtain the like authority from the Parliament of Canada. 

“That in the year 1874 an agreement was entered into between the two Govern- 
ments for the administration and disposal of the lands within the limits of the territory 
in dispute, and by that agreement conventional boundary lines were adopted, and it 
was agreed that the Government of Ontario should, ‘until the final adjustment of the 
true boundaries of the Province,’ have the charge, management, and disposal of the 
lands east and’ south of such conventional boundaries, and the Government of Canada 
of the lands west and north of them, in each case subject to account when the true 
boundaries should be definitely adjusted ; and the Dominion authorities have, ever since 
the agreement was made, and under the authority of it, been and are now in possession 
cof the land west and north of the said conventional boundary lines ; and the Province of 
Ontario has been and is in undisturbed possession of the lands east and south of the 
said conventional boundary lines, which last-mentioned lands comprise two-thirds of the 
whole territory in dispute. 

“That subsequently, and in the same year (1874), an agreement was entered into 
between the two Governments that, subject to the approval of the Parliament of Canada 
and of the Legislature of Ontario, the matters in dispute between them should be referred 
+o arbitration, and by the terms of that agreement it was provided that concurrent 
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action should be taken by the two Governments in obtaining such legislation as might be 
necessary for giving ‘ binding effect’ to the conclusions which should be arrived at. 

‘That in pursuance of the agreement last mentioned, the Legislature of this Province 
in the year 1874, passed an Act for the purpose of giving effect to the award of the 
Arbitrators when made; but the Government of the Dominion, then led by the Hon- 
ourable Alexander Mackenzie, though applied to for that purpose, refused to ask the 
Parliament of Canada to pass a similar Act, and claimed to reserve, and insisted upon 
reserving, to the Parliament of Canada, the right of approving or disapproving of. the 
award after it should be made; and the Government of Ontario assented to and 
acquiesced in the position taken by the Dominion Government, and to the reservation of 
that right to the Parliament of Canada. 

“That, notwithstanding that the agreement of reference was made in the year 1874, 
and although negotiations were subsequently entered into between the two Governments: 
for the adoption of a compromise line (the particulars of which negotiations this House 
has been unable to obtain), the case was not presented to the Arbitrators for considera- 
tion, and was not adjudicated upon by them until the month of August, 1878. 

“That the Parliament of Canada, in the exercise of the right so expressly reserved 
to it, with the full consent of the Government of Ontario, has withheld its assent to the 
adoption of the boundaries as defined in the said award. 

“That while this House regrets that the Parliament of Canada has not seen fit to 

give such assent, it cannot fail to recognize the right of that body, in the exercise of its 
powers, to adopt that course which, in the judgment of its members, sound policy and the 
rights of the people of the whole Dominion dictate, and for the adoption of which they 
are responsible to the people of Canada. 
“That the award made by the. Arbitrators being, as_it.now.is,by reason of the 
| premises, wholly nugatory and inoperative, the whole question..remains undetermined, 
_ and the parties to the negotiations are remitted to their original rights and~pesition;-and 
_ itis. now, in the judgment of this House, in view of the grave difficulties. and_inconve- 
niences arising from delay, of paramount importance that an early settlement ofthe 
questions in. dispute. should be come to. 

“That, in the opinion of this House, it is the duty of the Government of Ontario, 
under the authority of the resolution above referred to (the reference to arbitration 
having proved abortive), to take steps for the immediate submission of the matters in 
dispute between the two Governments, for decision by the alternative mode authorized 
by the said resolution—a reference to the Judicial Committee of Her Majesty’s Privy 
Council, and a mode which was proposed by the Government of Canada, led by Sir John 
Macdonald, as early as the year 1872, and which that Government is still willing (as 
shown by the correspondence submitted during the present session) to agree to. 

“That in view of the statement of Sir Francis Hincks, one of the Arbitrators by 
whom the award was made, that every doubtful point arising upon the reference was, 
by the Arbitrators, decided against the claims of Ontario, and the statement of the 
Attorney-General that the territory awarded to this Province comprises less than one- 
thirteenth of the territory claimed by her, it is impossible that the result of a reference 
to the Judicial Committee of Her Majesty’s Privy Council will be less favourable than 
that of the reference to arbitration. 

‘That to postpone action with a view to the final settlement of the matters in dis- 
pute, in the hope that the electors of the Dominion will reverse the decision of the 
Parliament of Canada, will be to incur the risk that the questions as to the territory in 
dispute ‘may be overshadowed by other issues, which in Dominion politics divide parties ;’ 
and in the very probable event of the Dominion Government being sustained, it will then 
be necessary to resort to the means now proposed for the settlement of the matters in 
dispute, and the valuable time intervening will have been thrown away. 

‘That the legislation of the Dominion Parliament providing for the extension of 
the boundaries of Manitoba could not, did not, and did not profess to take from this 
Province any part of the territory assigned to it by the British North America Act; but, 
on the contrary, expressly provided that the easterly boundary of Manitoba should 
extend only so far east as to meet the westerly boundary of the Province of Ontario, 
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“That the correspondence with the Dominion authorities satisfies this House that 
the Government of the Dominion, notwithstanding that, by the terms of the agreement 
for the adoption of the conventional boundaries before referred to, it is entitled to 
administer the lands in the territory west and north of the conventional boundaries until 
the final adjustment of the true boundaries of the Province, is prepared to come to reason- 
able arrangements for the government and administration of affairs in the territory in 
dispute ; and, in the opinion of this House, it is the duty of the Government of Ontario 
to enter into immediate negotiations with the Government of the Dominion with a view 
to effecting suitable arrangements of that character, including an equitable arrangement 
for the administration and disposal of the lands in the territory in dispute. 


“That this House deeply regrets that while a speedy settlement of the matters in 
dispute, by a reference to the Privy Council, is being pressed on their attention by the 
Government of Canada, and a willingness expressed by it to arrange reasonable terms for 
the government of the territory in the meantime, the advisers of the Crown in Ontario 
manifest a disposition to retard that reference, reject amicable proposals for the govern- 
ment of the territory, and invite the House to take the law into its own hands and resort 
to rash measures, calculated to endanger the peace of the Dominion and imperil the best 
interests of the Province. . 


“That this House further regrets and deprecates the violent, improper and reckless 
attitude assumed by the advisers of the Crown in Ontario with regard to the important 
questions to which these resolutions relate, and affirms that the suggested action is not 
dictated by a desire to promote the best interests of the Province, but by an intention to 
create political capital at the expense of arousing ill-feeling and animosity between the 
Province of Ontario and the rest of the Dominion. 


“That while this House is prepared to firmly maintain, by all constitutional means, 
the rights of this Province, it is compelled to protest, and does earnestly protest, against 
the action of the advisers of the Crown for Ontario in the premises—action which is 
inimical to the best interests of the Province, hostile to the Crown, and which will not 
be sanctioned or tolerated by the loyal people of the Province of Ontario.” 


The Amendment having been put, was lost on the following 
DIVISION :— 


Yras—Messieurs Baker, Baskerville, Bell, Boulter, Brereton, Broder, Creighton, 
French, Jelly, Kerr, Lauder, Lees, Macmaster, Madill, Meredith, Metcalfe, Monk, Mor- 
gan, Morris, Near, Parkhill, Richardson, Tooley, White, Wigle—25. 


Nays—Messieurs Awrey, Badgerow, Ballantyne, Baxter, Bishop, Blezard, Bonfield, 
Caldwell, Cascaden, Chisholm, Crooks, Deroche, Dryden, Ferris, Field, Fraser, Freeman, 
Gibson (Hamilton), Gibson (Huron), Graham, Harcourt, Hardy, Hawley, Hay, Hunter, 
Laidlaw, Livingstone, Lyon, McCraney, McKim, McMahon, Mack, Mowat, Murray, Nairn, 
Neelon, Pardee, Patterson, Robinson (Cardwell), Robinson (Kent), Robertson (Halton), 
Ross, Sinclair, Snider, Striker, Waters, Watterworth, Wells, Widdifield, Wood—50. 


The first Resolution having been then again put, was carried. 


The remaining Resolutions having then been severally put, were carried, each on @ 
division. 
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Return (30f) to an ApprEss oF THE House or Commons, DATED lst Marcu, 1882, 


For copies of all Timber Licenses and Mining Licenses issued for cutting timber or 
mining within the disputed territory west of the meridian of the east end of Hunter’s 
Island ; also copies of all leases or grants of mill sites or other water privileges ; also 
statement of the number of acres granted in each year, in the same territories, to date. 


By command. 
J. A. Movussnau, 


Department of the Secretary of State, Secretary of State. 
14th March, 1882. 


[In accordance with the recommendation of the Joint Committee on Printing, only 


the Schedule to the above Return is printed. ] 


SCHEDULE TO THE FOREGOING RETURN, SHEWING NumBer or Acres GRANTED UNDER 
LEASE, WITH THE YEAR IN WHICH GRANTED. 


LST Ore ler aC ow. acteeses seat tals ae Baad acd Wiig. Gas ahh A oe 38,400 Acres. 

ESRG ita oxc Stephen «tH: Powlerissats. wh sein boetee Ne eee oe 64,000 « 

tov fokpuenees Wrreds dla caul ay susie ts ale crackles Ron ete ge eee ae ae £5;000m 1a 

LOO Serta Viren hgca planes ‘ce isitig tary siarareieretnatcrmetecinetentis mele 16,0005 2 $* 
SALE. 

ee lpgeapecs tah Keewatin Lumbering and Manufacturing Company ........ yy ere 


LICENSE OF OCCUPATION. 


ie ae ee Keewatin Lumbering and Manufacturing Company , 30 sk aif 


[The above Return is given in the form in which it was laid before the House of Commons.—G. E. L.] 


RESOLUTION MOVED By Mr. J. B. Prume in tae House or Commons or Canapa, 
31st Marcu, 1882, anp apoprep 47H APRIL, 1882.* 


That, in the opinion of this House, it is expedient that the western and northern 
boundaries of the Province of Ontario should be finally séttled by a reference to, and an 
authoritative decision by either the Supreme Court of Canada or the Judicial Committee 
of the Privy Council in Great Britain, or by the Supreme Court in the first place, subject 
to a final submission to the Judicial Committee, as the Province of Ontario may choose ; 
that such decision should be obtained either on appeal in a friendly action brought for 
the purpose, or by reference to the said courts, or either or both of them, by Her 
Majesty, under the powers conferred upon her by the Imperial and Canadian Parlia- 
ments, as the Government of Ontario may prefer ; and that the said reference should be 
based on the evidence collected and printed, with any additional documentary evidence, 
if such there is, and that pending the reference the administration of the lands shall be en- 
trusted to a Joint Commission appointed by the Governments of Canada and Ontario. 

The resolution was carried on the following division:— 

YxEAS—Messieurs Abbott, Allison, Amyot, Arkell, Baker, Beaty, Beauchesne, Bechard, 
Benoit, Bergeron, Bergin, Bill, Bolduc, Boultbee, Bourassa, Bourbeau, Bowell, Brecken, 
Bunster, Bunting, Cameron (Victoria), Carling, Caron, Cimon (Charlevoix), Cimon (Chi- 
coutimi), Colby, Costigan, Coughlin, Coupal, Coursol, Cuthbert, Dawson, Desaulniers, 


* Journals Ho. of Com., 1882. 
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Desjardins, Domville, Drew, Dugas, Dumont, Elliott, Farrow, Ferguson, Fiset, Fitzsim, - 
mons, Fortin, Fulton, Gault, Gigault, Girouard (Jacques Cartier), Girouard (Kent), 
Grandbois, Guillet, Haggart, Hay, Hesson, Homer, Hooper, Hurteau, Ives, Kaulbach, 
Kilvert, Kirkpatrick, Krantz, Landry, Sir Hector Langevin, Lantier, Longley, Mac- 
donald (King’s), McDonald (Cape Breton), McMillan, McCallum, McCuaig, McDougall, 
McGreevey, McLennan, McQuade, McRory, Malouin, Manson, Massue, Merner, Methot- 
Montplaiser, Mousseau, O’Connor, Ogden, Olivier, Orton, Ouimet, Pinsonneault, Plumb, 
Pope (Compton), Poupore, Richey, Rinfret, Roleau, Routhier, Royal, Ryan (Montreal), 
Rykert, Shaw, Sproule, Stephenson, Strange, Tassé, Sir Leonard Tilley, Tyrwhitt, Valin, 
Vallee, Vanassee, Wade, Wallace (Norfolk), Wallace (York), White (Cardwell), White 
(Hastings), Williams, Wright—116. 


Nays—Messieurs Anglin, Bain, Blake, Borden, Brown, Burpee (St. John), Burpee 
(Sunbury), Cameron (Huron), Sir Richard Cartwright, Casey, Casgrain, Charlton, Cock- 
burn, Crouter, Fleming, Geoffrion, Gillies, Gilmor, Gunn, Guthrie, Holton, Huntington, 
Irvine, Killam, King, Laurier, McDonald (Victoria, N. 8.), Macdonell (Lanark), 
MclIsaac, Mills, Paterson (Brant), Robertson (Shelburne), Rogers, Ross (Middlesex), 
Rymal, Skinner, Smith, Snowball, Sutherland, Thompson, Trow, Weldon, Wheler, 


Wiser—44. 


Ax Ac? To AMEND AND FURTHER TO CONTINUE IN FORCE, FOR A LIMITED TIME, THE ACT 
FortTyY-THIRD VICTORIA, CHAPTER THIRTY-SIX.” 


Her Majesty, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate and House of 
Commons of Canada, enacts as follows :— 


1. The Act passed in the forty-third year of Her Majesty’s reign, chapter thirty-six, 
and intituled “An Act respecting the Administration of Criminal Justice in the Terri- 
tory in dispute between the Governments of the Province of Ontario and of the Dominion 
of Canada,” is hereby amended by inserting, after the name ‘“ Ontario” in the third line 
of the second section thereof, the words “or in Manitoba,” and by inserting in the sixth 
line of the said section the words “or in an undisputed part of Manitoba,” and as 
so amended shall continue in force until the end of the now next ensuing session of 
Parliament. 


* Stats. Can., 45 Vic., cap. 31. Assented to 17th May, 1882. [This is the Act referred to in note *, 
p. 413, ante, and which it was eventually found possible to insert in this place.—G. E. L.] 
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oe OF PARLIAMENT BEARING ON THE QUESTIONS -— 


14 Geo. TIL, eap. 83 —Quebec Act of 1774 

43 Geo. TIL, cap 138 Por extending the Imperial Juristiction of the Courts of 
Justice in the Provinces of Upper and Lower Canada to the trial and punishment 
of persons guilty of crimes and offences within certain parts of North America, 
adjoming to the said Provinces. 

1 and 2 Geo. IV., cap. 66—For regulating the Fur Trade and establishing a Crum 
and Civil Jurisdiction within certain parts of North America 

Zand 4 William IV. « 41—For the better Admimsizatin: Jusxe m Hs 
Majesty's Privy Council 

22 and 23 Vie, cap. 26—To make farther provision for the Imperial regulation of the 
tvade with the Indians, and for the Administration of Justice m the North 


British North America Act, 1367, 30 and 31 Vic., « 3 
Bupert’s Land Act, 1865, 31 and 32 Vie. «. 105. 
28—Respectine the establishment of Provinces m the Dominion 


32 and 33 Vic. cap 3 (Dominion)—For the temporary govermme t of Ruperts Land 
and the North West Territory when united with Canada. 

Manitoba Act, 1870 (Dominion), 52 and 33 Vic. « 3. 

39 Vic, cap. 21 (Dominion}—Respecting the North-West Territories and to create 
@ separate Territory out of part thereoE 

42 Vie., can 2 (Dominion}—To provide for the payment of sn additional erant to 
the Province of Manttoba. 

43 Vie., cap. 36 (Dominion)}— Respecting the Admimiséraiion of Crimimal Justice m 
the Territory in dispute between the Govermmenis of the Provimee of Oniario 
and of the Dominion of Canada 

44 Vie, cap lt (Dominion}—To provide for the extension of the boundaries of the 
Province of Manitoba. 

44 Vie., cap. 15 (Dominion}—To extend for a Hmited period. £3 Vic, « 36 

45 Vie., cap. 31—To extend for s limited period, 43 Vic, cap. 34 
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ADDRESSES :— 


P 
The Canadian Parliament to Her Majesty the Queen on the subject of the 


License of Trade to the Hudson’s Bay Company, 13th August, 1858 .... 


Amendments to, negatived, 13th August 858.7 zrveizes WM gd moog, . . 
Correspondence respecting above Addresses of, 16th August, 1858... .. 

Order in Council, as to same, 9th September, 2b858iclaved alyalzow. .. 

The same to Her Majesty on the subject of litigation of the validity of the 
Hudson’s Bay Company’s Charter, 29th Aprilpd 8593 i207, bas. ylradition .. 

The same to the Governor-General, for copies of Maps furnished the Govern- 
ment by the Hudson’s Bay Company, 9th December, 1867.. ........... 

The same to Her Majesty, for acquisition of the North-West Territory, Decem- 
berclSGH). gaiybod ass. i Mesh se yniaclogs bas xactinses boduaeib.odd_. 

The same to Her Majesty in acceptance of the transfer of the Hudson’s Bay 
Company’s Territory, May 29th and 31st, 1869 .............--6-002 5. 


The Legislative Assembly of Ontario to the Lieutenant-Governor, praying for 
copies of certain papers touching the boundaries, 20th J anuary, 1873 .... 
The Legislative Assembly of Manitoba to Governor-General, praying the Privy 
Council of Canada to take steps for the immediate enlargement of the 


Erovince, 4th Pebruary, 1880.4 samme atau ee Gee ee eee 
ALGOMA :— 
Boundaries of, proclaimed, 27th August 1859 cos.cs brea a ei aaa ee ee 
Petition for the establishment of a Division Court at Rat Portage . sii 
Order in Council (Ontario) creating Division Court, 28th May, 168007 aan 
ARBITRATORS :— 
ARPPOTRUMCNTIOL | il atslaratrsccteee «tee ser el oie ee er 249— 
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